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is in a position to do so definitely this
afternoon, will give assurance that the
Senate will have sessions on Wednesday
and Thursday nights.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish
to restate the announcement made at
noon today, that there definitely will be
a session of the Senate Wednesday night,
and that Senators should hold them-
selves in readiness for a session Thurs-
day night, because if the pending bill is
not terminated by that time I at least
will ask the Senate to remain in ses-
sion that night. I should like to see a
final determination on the guestion of a
night session on Thursday left to the ma-
jority leader, but I have talked with the
Senator from Maine, and I am quite sat-
isfled that if the consideration of the
bill shall not be concluded in the Thurs-
day afternoon session, we will be called
upon to have a session Thursday night,
and Senators should make their ar-
rangements accordingly, and be ready
to attend a session that night if neces-
sary.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I intend
to vote against the pending bill, but I
wish to say that if—as I fear it will—it
should get us into war, atomic war, one
of these days, my services will be avail-
able wherever I am, if I do not happen to
be a Member of the Senate. Wherever
I am, my services will be at the disposal
of my country. I have three sons, one
11 years old, one 5 years old, and one 9
months old. They will be ready to fight
some of these days. I will curse the day
they have to, but I will send them if
their country needs them. There will be
no doubt of the unanimity of our coun-
tr after the policy is adopted, but I am
opposed to the policy, and I am going to
vote against the bili.

LEATES OF ABSENCE

Mr. MAYBANEK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be excused from
the Senate tomorrow, Wednesday.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the request is granted.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for leave of absence
from the Senate from this afternoon un-
til Monday next.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection. leave is granted.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for leave of absence
until Friday or Saturday of this week.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, leave is granted.

RECESS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate take a recess until to-
morrow at noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 6 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, April 16, 1947, at 12 o'clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 15 (legislative day of March
24), 1947:

DrpLoMATIC AND FOREIGN BERVICE

George R. Merrell, of Missouri, now a For-
eign Service officer of class 1, to be Envoy
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Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Ethiopia,
UnITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Warren R. Austin, of Vermont, to be the
representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the special session of the General As-
sembly of the United Nations.

Herschel V. Johnson, of North Carolina, to
be the alternate representative of the United
States of America to the special session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The below-named naval aviator of the
Marine Corps Reserve to be a second lieu-
tenant in the Regular Marine Corps in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Naval
Aviation Personnel Act of 1940, as amended,
to rank from the date stated:

Richard J. Sullivan, from the 16th day of
November 1943.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 15 (legislative day of
March 24), 1947:

COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE

James M. Alsup to be a collector of inter-
nal revenue for the district of Hawail.

UnrTED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR CORPS
To be a medical director

Carl E. Rice

To be a temporary senior dental surgeon

Norman F. Gerrile

To be a temporary senior surgeon

John B. Alsever

To be a temporary senior nurse officer

Minnie E. Pohe

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR CORPS
To be a senior sanitery engineer (lieutenant
colonel), effective date of oath of office

Leonard H. Male
To be a senior scientist (lieutenant colonel),

effective date of oath of office

Justin M. Andrews
To be scientists (major), effective date of

oath of office

Bidney H. Newman

Samuel W. Simmons
To be surgeons (mafor), effective date of

oath of office

Alexande: A. Doerner
Russell E. Teague
Abraham Wikler

To be a dental surgeon (major), effective date
of oath of office
Norman F. Gerrle
To be a nurse officer (major), effective date
of oath of office
Hazel A. Shortal
In THE ARMY

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES
To be a brigadier general
Marshall Sylvester Carter

WITHDRAWALS

Executive nominations withdrawn
from the Senate April 15 (legislative day
of March 24), 1947:

POSTMASTERS

Miss Ellowene Zinke to be postmaster at

Hamlin in the State of Iowa.

John R, Johnson to be postmaster at Fair-
view in the State of Montana.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, ApriL 15, 1947

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, Eternal Spirit, Thou hast laid
the foundations of heaven and reared
their walls in power and glory. Forever
shall our praise ascend and forever let
the tides of blessing come down. O Thou
who art the inspiration of all that is good
and the glory of all that is beautiful,
send forth Thy light, reminding us of
our place and our calling. Do Thou open
the windows of our minds that we may
receive the spirit and the love of truth,
thus turning hesitation into fortitude.
Undergird and uphold our firm belief in
the ultimate triumph of the good, for
nothing else in equal measure has ever
taught us so much how to live. In every
situation, inspire us to think truly, fo
speak and live truly; then shall our daily
lives be open books of great and noble
creeds. In the holy name of Christ our
Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On April 14, 1947:

H. R. 1621. An act to authorize the Secre.
tary of War to lend War Department equip-
ment and provide services to the Boy Scouts
of America in connection with' the World
Jamboree of Boy Scouts to be held in France.
1947; and to authorize the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue to provide exemption from
transportation tax; and further to authorize
the Secretary of State to issue to
bona fide Scouts and Scouters without fee
for the application or the issuance of said
passports.

On April 15, 1947:

H. R. 1327. An act to amend existing law
to provide privilege of ‘renewing expiring
S-year level-premium term policies for an-
other 5-year period; and

H.R.1713. An act to provide for the pro
motion of substitute employees in the posta
service, and for other purposes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. TWYMAN asked and was give»
permission to extend his remarks in th:
Recorp and include an article from the
Chicago Tribune.

Mr. COLE of New York (at the request
of Mr. ARENDS) was given permission to
extend his remarks in the Recorp and
include an article. -

Mr. ROHRBOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include an editorial
from the New York Herald Tribune.

Mr. GRIFFITHS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and inciude a
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speech I made last evening before the
Ohio Society of New York City, in which
I discussed the challenge that the spread
of communism presents to the United
States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Lands be permitted to sit this
afternoon during general debate on the
bill H. R. 3020.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TWYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks and include an editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

There was no objection.

[Mr. TwymaN addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, I call
up House Resolution 181 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there be printed 5,000 addi-
tional copies of House Report No. 245, current
session, submitted to accompany the bill
(H. R. 3020) relating to the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, of which 3,000
copies shall be for the House document room
and 2,000 for the use of the House Committee
on Education and Labor.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp in two instances,
in one to include a short editorial from a
New Jersey newspaper and in the other
to include a resolution passed by the
New Jersey State Legislature.

Mr. McDOWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution.

Mr. ELLIS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial.

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances and in each to
include an editorial.

Mr. McGREGOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an essay written by
Roger Brucker, winner of the American
Legion contest.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent on behalf of the

chairman of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, the gentle-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

man from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON],
that the committee may be permitted to
sit during general debate on the pending
measure.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article by Mark
Sullivan.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch
as Henry Wallace is out sowing the seeds
of hate in the world, I believe he should
be recalled and made to account for his
actions. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the

‘REcorp and include an editorial appear-

ing in the Philadelphia Inquirer.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in two instances, in one to in-
clude an editorial and in the other to
include a radio address made by him
last Thursday in Boston over radio sta-
tion WMEZX.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

M.. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that, after the disposition
of business on the Speaker’'s desk and
the conclusion of special orders hereto-
fore entered, I may address the House
for 20 minutes today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include some
editorial comments.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a concurrent
resolution passed by the State of South
Carolina requesting the National Con-
gress to pass legislation for the imme-
diate cash payment of GI terminal-leave
pay heretofore issued in nontransferable
bonds.

Mr. HARRIS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a review on the dis-
position of OPA cases, the general sanc-
tion policies, and various exceptions
granted.

Mr. ALMOND asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an Army Day address
made by him.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include a resolution.

Mr. GILLIE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from
the Fort Wayne News-Sentinel.

Mr. BUFFETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
t1:1'.61-:{:1:)1111: and include some editorial ma-

rial,
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THE GRECO-TURKISH LOAN

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I was
talking to & man who has had consid-
erable experience in refrigeration and
heating engineering. He told me he has
been talking to men in the steel industry,
and they were very much concerned
about the President’s program for Tur-
key, Greece, and other countries, because
they said that what those countries
needed most are railroad rails, engines,
cars, and other things manufactured
from steel. They were afraid if the pro-
gram were carried out the steel industry
would be back in the same condition it
was during the war, with limited alloca-
tions to the industries in this country;
that is, the railroads, the automobile in-
dustry, the refrigeration industry, and
the like, so that we would have shortages
Eid gerhaps another OPA or something

e it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MaTHEWS] has expired.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on tomorrow, after the legislative busi-
ness of the day and other special orders,
I may address the House for 20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. BENNETT]?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to extend my remarks
in the Recorp and include excerpts from
the hearings before the Committee on
Un-American Activities; and also an
article from the April issue of Reader’s
Digest.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

[Mr. RangiNn addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

LABOR LEGISLATION

Mr. HOFFMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, before
we go to war with anyone it might be well
to set our own house in order. Today
and tomorrow there will be general de-
bate on the labor bill. If there is anyone
in this House who has any doubt as to
the need for legislation, freeing Ameri-
can businessmen and American workers,
including union men, from dictators and
racketeers, it is suggested that you read
not only the Labor Committee’s report
and as much of the hearings as you can,
but that you go over in the northwest
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corner of this room and get a copy of
the report of the subcommittee of the
Committee on Expenditures in the Exec-
utive Departments which has been in-
vestigating racketeering. If a reading
of the report does nof satisfy you, then
read the record of the hearings and you
will get the story. If you will do that
you will have no doubt about the abso-
lute necessity for labor legislation now.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HorFrMmaN]
has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. CELLER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given per-
mission fo extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the REcORD and include a
speech by Rev. Geoffrey C. Stone.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Appendix of the REcorp
and include therein the text of the re-
cent address by President Truman re-
lating to our beloved leader and late
President, Franklin D. Roosevelt.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks in
the Appendix of the Recorp and include
a letter from the national commander
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars.

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT
1947

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
call up House Resolution 178 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resoclve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H. R. 3020) to
prescribe fair and equitable rules of conduct
to be observed by labor and management in
their relations with one another which affect
commerce, to the rights of individual
workers in their relations with labor organ-
izations whose activities affect commerce, to
recognize the paramount public interest in
labor disputes affecting commerce that en-
danger the public health, safety, or welfare,
and for other purposes. That after general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and continue not to exceed 6 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and Labor, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker,
this is a subject of such importance that
I believe we should have a quorum pres-
ent. I therefore make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.,
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The SPEAEKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Evidently no guorum
is present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 32)
Battle Hall, Edwin Poulson
Bender Arthur Rains
Bennett, Mich. Hart Rayburn
Bland Havenner Rayfiel
Boykin Hull Sanborn
Brophy Jennings Sasscer
Buckley Johnson, Tex. Scoblick
Byrne, N. Y. Jones, N.C. Scott, Hardie
Clark Judd Short
Clippinger Kefauver Simpson, Pa
Colmer Kennedy Smith, Maine
Combs Keogh Smith, Va.
Cooley Enutson
Coudert Lynch Stockman
Cravens McGarvey Talle
Crawford Taylor
D nL Mansfield, Tex. Tollefson
Domengeaux  Meade, Md. Vail
Fallon errow Vorys
Fuller Mitchell West
Gallagher Morrison Wood
Gerlach Norrell ‘Woodruff
Gifford Norton Worley
Goodwin Patman
Grant, Ala. Poage

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 357
Members have answered to their names;
a quorum is present.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr., WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to include as a part
of my remarks in the Committee of the
Whole a statement by the American
Federation of Labor with reference to
the bill H. R. 3020.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENKINS of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks and include
a speech by Mr. Adolph Berle on dis-
placed persons.

The SPEAKER. 1Is their objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.
LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT,
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Mr. ALLEN of Illineis. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SaBaTHI.

I also yield myself such of my 30 min-
utes as I may require.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
this resolution makes in order the im-
mediate consideration of H. R. 3020, a
bill to prescribe fair and equitable rules
of conduct to be observed by labor and
management in their relations with one
another which affect commerce, to pro-
tect the rights of individual workers in
their relations with labor organizations
whose activities affect commerce, to rec-
ognize the paramount public interest in
labor disputes affecting commerce that
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endanger the public health, safety, or
welfare, and for other purposes.

This, undoubtedly, is one of the most
far-reaching and one of the most im-
portant bills that any Member of this
Congress will be asked to vote on. The
bill was written as a bill of rights for the
laboring man; to protect him from ex-
ploitation by employers and from en-
croachments on his individual rights by
radical labor union leaders. Realizing
that conclusions reached after fair and
open diseussion will produce a superior
bill, the Committee on Rules has provided
6 hours of general debate on H. R. 3020.
In these 6 hours, the general provisions
of this bill can be explained adequately
and debated extensively. Each Member
of the House will have an opportunity to
offer amendments to the bill; and each
will be permitted to address the House
for 5 minutes on each amendment of-
fered. This rule is the most liberal that
can be granted; and it needs no defense.
Points of order have not been waived;
amendments are in order; and one mo-
tion to recommit the bill has been pro-
vided. I do not see how any minority
Member of the House—even the most
adamant—can raise any objection to this
rule; nor can minority Members say that
they have not been given fair treatment
or ample opportunity for presentation of
their views on this bill.

I would like to point out that this bill
redeems the third major pledge which
the Republican Party made to the Na-
tion last November. We promised, first,
to reduce governmental spending. The
Republicans in the House redeemed this
promise when they passed House Con-
current Resolution 20, which cut the
administration’s budget estimate by $6,-
000,000,000. We also promised to relieve
the taxpayers of some of the heavy bur-
den they have borne for a number of
years. The Republicans in the House
made good on this promise when they
passed H. R. 1, the bill reducing indi-
vidual income taxes. We also promised
that we would write a law establishing a
fair and equitable relationship between
management and labor. H. R. 3020 re-
deems that promise.

Since the Republican Parfy assumed
control last January, the left-wing prop-
agandists have resorted to sniping tactics
in an effort to belittle Congress. They
paint lurid pictures of confusion and
intra-party strife which, they claim,
stymie all important legislation. In the
next breath these propagandisis charge
that a few powerful men dominate the
Republican Congress, and that these few
steamroller bills through the House and
the Senate. From these conilicting
statements coming from the administra-
tion’s propaganda machine in the Gov-
ernment departments and from other
sources close to the Democratic National
Committee, it would appear that it is the
propagandists who are confused. Be-
tween now and the next national elec-
tion you can look for an endless suc-
cession of inspired pronouncements from
the White House designed to make the
Republican effort seem small and trivial.

During the national election of 1932,
the Democrats made a number of prom-
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ises to the voters, and on the basis of
these promises they assumed control of
the Federal Government. I would like
to read for you the first two paragraphs
of the 1932 platform of the Democratic
Party. These are the exact words:

We believe that a party platform is a
covenant with the people to be faithfully
kept by the party when entrusted with
power, and that the people are entitled to
know in plain words the terms of the con-
tract to which they are asked to subscribe.
We hereby declare this to be the platform
of the Democratic Party:

The Democratic Party solemnly promises
by appropriate action to put into effect the
principles, policies, and reforms herein ad-
vocated, and to eradicate the policies, meth-
ods, and practices herein condemned. We
advocate an immediate and drastic reduc-
tion of governmental expenditure by abol-
ishing useless commissions and offices, con-
solidating departments and bureaus, and
eliminating extravagance, to accomplish a
saving of not less than 25 percent in the
cost of Federal Government.

That is what the Democrats promised
when they assumed control of the Gov-
ernment in 1933. Now let us see how
they kept those promises. First, they
promised an immediate and drastic re-
duction of governmental expenditures.
At the time the Democrats made this
promise, the annual cost of the Federal
Government was $3,363,000,000. In the
first full fiscal year under the Democratic
administration, Federal expenditures
nearly doubled, and appropriations in-
-creased steadily in each succeeding year.
In the fiscal year 1934, for example, Fed-
eral expenditures amounted to more
than $6,000,000,000; in 1935, seven bil-
lions; in 1936 the New Dealers spent
more than $8,500,000,000. Well, that
takes care of the first campaign promise
of the Democrats.

In a solemn covenant with the people
the New Deal promised to accomplish a
saving of not less than 25 percent in the
cost of Federal Government. To re-
deem this promise, the Democrats in-
creased the cost of government by more
than 250 percent in the first 4 years of
their administration. As for abolishing
useless commissions and offices, and con-
solidating departments and bureaus—
which the Democrats also promised—I
would merely like to point out that the
number of Federal agencies doubled un-
der the New Deal.

I do not know where all of this propa-
ganda is coming from, charging that the
Republican Congress is doing nothing—
but I think that the 45,000 propagan-
dists on the Federal pay roll have a great
deal to do with it. Through all of the
devious devices at its disposal, the ad-
ministration is trying to make the ef-
forts of this Congress seem trivial. Al-
most every report or press release issued
by a Government department “snipes”
directly or indirectly at this Congress.
The administration has utilized every
possible method to obstruct the Repub-
lican Congress in carrying out ifs prom-
ises to our citizens. Pressure groups
from Federal bureaus have converged
on Congress to prevent reductions in ap-
propriations; the entire administration
has united to prevent a reduction in Gov-
ernment personnel; the New Deal ob-
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structionists in Congress have opposed
every measure, but despite all of these
obstacles the Republican Congress has
redeemed the promises made last No-
vember.

Now, let us look at the work record of
this Republican Congress, which the
left-wing propagandists charge “has
done nothing.” As of April 1, 3,265
measures had been introduced 16 bills
had been enacted into law; 99 House
bills had been reported from committees,
and 59 of these had been passed; but,
most important, we Republicans in the
House have done our level best to ful-
fill the promises we made to the people
of the United States.

This bill does not seek to curb any of
the legitimate rights or privileges of la-
bor or labor unions. Its sole purpose
is to eliminate the injustices arising out
of conflicting provisions in the two basic
Federal statutes regulating labor rela-
tions, the Wagner Act and the Norris-
LaGuardia Act. It is not my intention
to attempt to fix responsibility for the
present hodgepodge laws defining la-
bor’s rights and management’s respon-
sibility, but to point out why we have not
a basie, unified statute insuring indus-
trial peace.

Neither Congress nor the Executive
has the power to regulate labor relations.
Such power is not specifically granted
by our Constitution, and therefore it re-
mains within the jurisdiction of the in-
dividual States. Consequently, in order
to regulate labor relations, Congress has
used its powers to regulate interstate
commerce, and its powers to define and
control the jurisdiction of the courts.
The Wagner Act and the Railway Labor
Act, for example, are both based on the
authority of Congress to regulate inter-
state commerce; and the Norris-LaGuar-
dia Act is the result of the power of Con-
gress to define the jurisdiction and
procedure of the courts. As a result of
this limitation on the powers of Con-
gress, and the necessity of using other
powers that have been specifically dele-
gated by the Constitution, national labor
policy has been expressed indirectly and
in a somewhat fragmentary manner.

These unrelated laws, enacted at dif-
ferent times, and to attain various ob-
jectives, have always been shaped by
what appears to be the most needed re-
forms of the moment, and they are sel-
dom suitable to accomplish long-range
objectives. Such laws must be revised
from time to time to meet the needs of
changed conditions, and to solve con-
temporary labor problems. When the
Norris-LaGuardia Act was passed in
1932, followed by the Wagner Act in 1935,
labor was the underdog, and such legis-
lation was needed to equalize labor's bar-
gaining position. Until then, manage-
ment was able to control the conditions
of labor, and these laws were drawn en-
tirely for labor’s benefit. Neither law
put any restrictions whatsoever on labor
unions. Under the interpretation of
these acts, unions can do no wrong.
But public opinion at the time favored
these laws to counterbalance the tre-
mendous advantage of management over
labor, Had Congress the power to regu-
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late labor relations, per se, a bill that
was just to both management and labor
might have been passed instead of the
fragmentary acts of 1932 and 1935, and
such a law might still have stood—and
continue to stand—as a guide to the fair
settlement of labor disputes. But as
Congress can attack the problem only in
an indirect manner, we can settle only
the pressing problems of the moment.

In justice to ourselves, to the national
economy, and to the public welfare, and
in the interest of both labor and man-
agement, Congress must work out a na-
tional labor policy providing justice to
all. Because of the constitutional limi-
tations on our power in this respect, such
a policy can only result from careful
experimentation. Congress can only
throw its weight on the side of labor or
on the side of management, as inequali-
ties on either side of the industrial scale
manifest themselves. In this way we
can strive for eventual balance.

Inconsistencies in the provisions and
interpretations of our present laws some-
times cause gross injustice to innocent
persons, and some labor disputes simply
cannot be settled at all under presenf
laws. It probably seems inconceivable
to most of you that any situation could
arise to which there is no solution, but it
is possible, and I will give you a specific
example to prove it.

Let us take a manufacturing enter-
prise employing, say, a thousand people.
We will suppose that 900 of these em-
ployees are members of the CIO and that
100 of them are members of the A. F.
of L. Because the plant is predomi-
nantly CIO, the National Labor Rela-
tions Board would certify the CIO as
bargaining agent for all employees.
Under the Wagner Act, as interpreted,
the employer cannot bargain with any-
one but the certified bargaining repre-
sentative. But suppose the 100 A, F. of
L. members should insist that the em-
ployer make a separate contract with
them. The employer cannot accede to
their wishes, as this would be a violation
of the Wagner Act. So the members of
the A. F. of L. go on strike and put a
picket line around the plant. All union
members will honor the picket line.
Not even the 900 employees who are
members of the CIO will cross the picket
line to go to work—even though the em-
ployer has a contract with them, and
even though the strike is the result of
the employer’s desire to abide by the con-
tract. The employer is now faced with
this situation. He cannot manufacture
anything; he cannot close his plant, be-
cause this would be a lock-out, which is
forbidden by the Wagner Act; he cannot
bargain with the striking union, as this
would be unlawful under the Wagner
Act; and he cannot get an injunction to
stop the strike, because injunctions are
forbidden by the Norris-LaGuardia Act.
So you can see there is just no answer to
this man’s problem.

I am certain that those who drafted
our present labor laws never envisioned
a situation such as I have just cited, or
they would have made provision for it.
But the inequalities and injustices that
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have made themselves apparent can-
not be completely ignored. Adjustment
must be made in the basie laws. If these
adjustments do not completely solve all
the problems that come within their pur-
view, then the laws must be adjusted
again and again, until they become the
standard of justice that laws should be.

In drafting laws, we sometimes make
the mistake of thinking that fair-minded
men will use them in good faith to resolve
their differences with justice to both
sides. Unfortunately, this is not al-
ways the cgse. Unscrupulous men on
both sides of the dispute will disregard
the intent of Congress and seek to en-
force their will through the techmieali-
ties of the law. As this is the case, Con-
gress must define and spell out the de-
tails of sueh laws so that they cannot be
misunderstood or misinterpreted. But
Congress must never assume that all im-
scrupulous men are on one side or the
other of any disagreement. Unfortu-
nately, that is the assumption of the
Wagner Act and the Norris-LaGuardia
Act. But we—here, now—do not want
to make the same error. We do not
want to penalize labor for any gains they
made under existing laws. It should be
our goal to keep all of the good provisions
of existing law which benefit labor and
labor unions, and at the same time to
provide methods and procedures for re-
solving disputes which cannot be re-
solved under present law. This is the
kind of a law fair-minded union leaders
want, that management wants, and that
the public wants—and this is the kind
of labor law Congress should give them.
THIS RULE MAKES IN ORDER CONSIDERATION OF

THE MOST VICIOUS, RESTRICTIVE, AND BESTRUC-

TIVE ANTILABOR BILL EVER BROUGHT BEFORE

TH. HOUSE

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, yes, this rule is open; but
under the bill the righis of labor are
closed.

Mr. Speaker, I fully realize that re-
gardless of what I may say or advise,
Yyou are fully set to pass the most vicious,
restrictive, and destructive antilabor bill
every brought before this House, and to
adopt this rule which will make its con-
sideration in order.

Consequently, I shall not use my full
time, and request that I be reminded
when I have consumed 15 minutes. I
also ask unanimous consent that I may
revise and extend my remarks, and to
inelude certain editorials and articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
IMlinois?

There was no objection.

“I FEAR THE GREEEKS WHEN THEY BEAR GIFTS”

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, just a
few minufes ago someone circulated a
mimeographed sheet which purports to
set forth the 18 points of this so-called
“bill of rights” for Iabor. I do not know
whether this circular was prepared by
some member of the committee or by
the Association of Manufacturers; but I
am inevitably reminded of Virgil's ad-
monition, “I fear the Greeks even when
they bear gifts.” Certainly, the “gifts”
of this bill to labor should be feared.

The chairman of the Committee on
Rules, my colleague, the gentleman from
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Illinois [Mr. ArLex] has stated to you
that this bill was brought in after due
and careful consideration and in accord-
ance with promises made to the Ameri-
can people before the last electiom. I
concede that you made enough promises;
but were they all made to the American
people? You promised many things to
the American people which you have not
fulfilled. You promised that if the Price
Control Act were repealed American
housewives—for restaurants, clubs, and

hotels seemed to have no searcity of -

meat—would be able to buy all the meat
they wanted at reasonable cost, and that
the black market in commodities would
be wiped out. Well, price control was
ended; the packers called off their strike
against the public; and cattle, hogs, and
sheep did begin a wild stampede to mar-
ket: but at what prices. You wiped out
the black market by making black-
market prices legal.

BUSINESS NEVER FREER THAN DURING LAST 14

YEARS

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Horrman] asserted that this bill will free
American businessmen from what he
called labor racketeers.

Mr. Speaker, business has never been
freer than during the past 14 years of
Demoecratic administration.

Business has been freed of bank-
ruptey; of ruthless competition from
monopolies; of the vicious cyeles of boom
and bust which we fear are now refurn-
ing to us; of exorbitant inferest charges
and collusive securities rigging. Busi-
ness has never been so free to accumulate
huge surpluses, and fo make high profits,
with a virtually guaranteed mass mar-
ket LAEOR NOT THE RACKETEER

Yes, Mr. Speaker; I will admit there
has been some racketeering, but not by
organized labor. Look at the wartime
profits rolled up by respectable and pow-
erful business firms; look at the conces-
sions lobbied through Congress in the
way of tax forgivemess, rebates, carry-
back credits, repeal of excess-profits ex-
cises, and most recently generous reduc-
tions in tax rates,

I concede that during the war there
were some restrictions on business and
industry. There were controls on what
could be made and how it could be sold.
Would you have had it otherwise? Are
profits more important than the safety
of our beloved country? God alone
knows how this Nation would have fared
had those controls been removed in the
first year after the war. We can get
some hint by seeing how commodity
prices have shot up 10 percent since last
June and how business profits have
climbed up and up and up, until the staid,
respectable, and reliable City Bank of
New York can report in its monthly let-
ter that the average profits of 237 con-
cerns were, in 1946, 36 percent above the
profits of 1945 after all taxes were paid.

Where have working people increased
their take-home pay 36 percent in only
12 months?

BOME INDUSTRIES ALMOST DOUBLED NET

You need only to read the daily news-
papers, or the publications of big finan-
cial reporting houses, or the business
magazines, or official and impartial Gov-
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ernment reports to learn how corporate
earnings have elimbed up and vp and up,
as rapidly and as high as prices of the
things we have to buy to eat, while wages
and salaries have stood still, or even
slipped back.

I present here a brief table, abstracted
from published reports, showing how the
net profits, after taxes, depreciation, in-
terest, and reserves, have almost doubled
in nine selected industrial groups. While
I have selected deliberately some of those
with highest return, I have neot by any
means exhausted the list of increases in
net earnings exceeding 50 percent over
1945, and have not touched those which
increased from 10 to 50 percent.

Net income of leadtng corporations for the
years 1945 and 1946

Netincome after taxes | Per-

Industral groups :,‘}m_
1945 1946 crense

Furpiture and woed
products. . ............| $6 316, 000/$T1, 0150000 S8.6
Household equipment.__| 16, 927, 000| 32 618 000 L7
Printing and publishing_| 17, 647,000{ 31, 478 000{ 50, 2
Paint and varnish_.___.. 20, 875, '!ﬁ,lmgl 4
E)ff_iccwnem_ _______ § 58, 173, h0
Dairy produets. ... 38, 089, uﬁm.m' 67.9

A. T. & T. RESERVES EQUAL THIRD OF PLANT VALUE

I know that before this debate is over
we shall hear much of the only impor-
tant strike now in progress—that of the
National Federation of Telephone Work-
ers, an unaffiiated national union—
against the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. and many of its eperating sub-
sidiaries.

That is the only strike there is to talk
about of any size.

We have read the company side of the
disputes in expensive paid advertise-
ments, which doubtless will be deducted
from taxable income.

Who has heard the side of the work-
ers—for the most part girls and women
trying to maintain their families single-
handed, or to help share the burden of
existence in a struggle for existence
where the dollar has lost over half its
buying power in 12 months?

Here are a few facts: Year after year,
through depression and through boom,
A.T. & T. has paid 9 percent dividends;
yet the United States Government ean
sell its bonds at 215 percent without dif-
ficulty. A. T. & T. has cash reserves for
depreciation of $2,200,000,000—8$2,200.-
000,000—which amounts to exaetly one-
third of its physical plant value of
$6,600,000,000.

Despite this obvious prosperity, the
average weekly income for all Bell System
employees, which includes many high-
salaried experts, is less than the national
average for all manufacturing, and the
average weekly wage of the women op-
erators is $13 less than the average of
all industry.

PAY CHECES THIRD BELOW AVERAGE

The average pay check for the “hello
girls” in January of this year, as shown
by official figures, was $33 a week—con-
siderably under the minimum income
required to maintain a family of three at
minimum comfort. :

The average pay check for all tele-
phone employees was $43.19 a week. )
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At the same time, the national aver-
age for all manufacturing was $46.94;
the average in the bankrupt Western
Union Telegraph Co. was $46.83; the
average in the light-and-power industry
was $54; and in the rubber-goods indus-
try, which is perhaps the closest to the
telephone industry in its proportion of
low-paid woman operators and highly
paid technicians, the average weekly pay
was $54.26.

Western Electric, a 99-percent-owned
subsidiary with a monopolistic control of
manufacturing and supplying the Bell
System, has the astounding depreciation
reserve of $121,000,000—over 60 percent
of the invested plant value of $194,-
000,000.

While' underpaid telephone operators
walk the streets in picket lines, a Bell
System subsidiary out in Cincinnati,
practically a family affair of a Repub-
lican leader, is cutting a juicy stock
melon dripping with a virtual 100-per-
cent profit—but limited to one share of
ne v stock for each six outstanding shares
held. That keeps the profit out of the
hands of employee owners. This partic-
ular company, Cincinnati & Suburban,
has not one dollar of bonded indebted-
ness.

I hear no censure of the Bell Telephone
System, no threats, no denunciations.

LAEOR DOES NOT LIKE STRIKES

We have heard much in this House in
recent years about strikes, as if workers
were horses and mules with no right of
protest save to die.

Labor does not like strikes. They
bankrupt the unions, bankrupt the work-
ers. They fall with devastating burden
on the women and children—on the fam-
ilies. But it is the duty of a man to earn
a living for his family. When he cannot
maintain his family in decent American
style, and when he has exhausted every
resource of negotiation with an employer
with millions to his pennies, the strike is
his weapon of last resort. Violence is
unfortunate; I deplore it; but it is in-
evitable when he sees strikebreakers go-
ing in to his job. The Bible tells us, “The
laborer is worthy of his hire.” When a
man works all day and cannot pay rent,
buy food and clothes, and protect his
children, and the company he works for
makes high profits, he has only the right
to abstain from work to gain that hire of
which he is worthy.

He must organize to make his protest
effective.

And make no mistake about this: La-
bor organizations have helped business,
have stabilized working conditions, re-
duced turn-over, increased production,
reduced expenses, and created better
workmen.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. I yield.

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ALLEN] stated that the New
Deal promised to reduce expenditures as
far back as 1932, The gentleman in the
well of the House now addressing us was
here in 1932. T ask him, what did it cost
to feed the 14,000,000 idle people that the
Republicans left us with in 1933?

Mr. SABATH. I did not wish to go
into that matter, but to the query of the
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gentleman I will say that by 1932, when
the Democrats were swept into power by
a people outraged by such perverted
ignoring of the national problems as is
represented by this bill, we had more
nearly 18,000,000 than 14,000,000 people
unemployed, farmers without markets,
food spoiling for lack of buyers, milk
strikes everywhere, foreclosures, empty
office buildings, closed factories, vacant
dwellings, and a national income which
had shrunk to about one-fifth of that
which we anticipate in 1947. The crash
began, it is true, in 1929; but it came be-
cause we had been living for 10 years in
a fool's paradise of unreality. The Re-
publicans believed then, as now, that all
we had to do to maintain prosperity was
to keep labor in its place and business
free of all control and responsibility ex-
cept that of making profits and then
more profits, amassing property, creating
the tools of production without any con-
cept of their responsibilities to society or
their country.

That bubble burst.

Then the Democrats under President
Roosevelt had to rebuild the economy.

The people had to be fed, clothed,
housed, returned to useful work. Banks,
railroads, insurance companies, factories,
merchants, farmers, processors had to
be bailed out of the Republican quag-
mire of irresponsibility, corruption, and
extravagant wastage of our natural re-
sources.

That all took money, as the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MADDEN] suggests.

No one—not even the Republican
Party whips—can deny that under
Roosevelt the Democrats brought about
present-day conditions; that without
any loss of liberty, without any loss of
political freedom or economic freedom—
nay, Mr. Speaker, with positive gains of
freedom, of equality, of justice, of a more
abundant life—we have reached the
highest employment, the highest na-
tional income, the highest national pro-
duction, in all history. The only flaw
is that under a Republican assault on
the administration program controls
were removed too soon, and prices and
wages are completely out of balance.

I do not believe that anything this
Fepublican majority can do will spoil
that prosperity in the next 16 months;
but I do not believe that the way to
remedy the disparity between prices and
incomes is to prohibit workers from
making effective demands. The way to
guard against subversion is by making
our democracy work; and we help make
it work by making workers as secure and
as prosperous as the employers are.
NAME CALLING WILL NOT HIDE VICIOUSNESS OF

BILL

My colleague has repeatedly coupled
“left wing’’ and “New Deal” in his speech
in the effort to smear all progressives who
have the best interests of labor, agricul-
ture, free and honest business, and of the
American people at heart.

This is an old and time-worn trick. It
may work for a while, but no amount of
name calling can hide the vicious nature
of this bill, which has one purpose only—
to destroy the rights of organized labor,
and with it the rights of all labor.

Nor is there anything new in this tech-
nique.
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AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT 150 YEARS OLD

The American labor movement is just
150 years old.

The first labor union came into being
not long after the adoption of the Con-
stitution; and the Federal Society of
Journeymen Cordwainers won their first
strike.

Big business—small by our modern-
day standards but respectable enough in
the bustling days of the new Republic—
immediately sought means to break the
unions. They found it when they found
a court which did not raise an eyebrow
over the association of the manufactur-
ers, but indicted the unionists for erimi-
nal conspiracy, found them guilty, and
fined them; and then the strikers were
blacklisted.

After years of struggle criminal con-
spiracy charges were outlawed; but in-
genious industrialists found many an-
other trick to keep labor from organizing,
or, if they did dare to organize, to jail
them, fine them, blacklist them, or even
have them beaten up, shot, evicted.

ETRUGGLE FOR UNIONIZATION CONTINUES

Notwithstanding threats, abuse, mis-
representation, fear, privation, law by in-
junction, even sudden death, the struggle
for unionization continued. Panics and
depressions destroyed unions when guns
and blackjacks could not. Introduction
of pitifully underpaid and overworked
child and female labor threw back union
organization many years.

Liberal leaders, both from the ranks of
labor and from among the intellectuals
and the politicians, were discredited and
driven from their own communities and
from public life for no other reason than
that they earnestly sought to bring liv-
ing wages and decent living conditions to
their fellow workers. Your party, Mr.
Speaker, has led in that kind of reprisal
for many years.

ENIGHTS OF LABOR EMERGE FROM STRUGGLE

Even when local unions were formed,
or national craft organizations brought
into being, industrialists managed to
keep them divided so that there could be
no national solidarity among labor or-
ganizations, although Nation-wide fed-
erations were proposed often enough.

Finally, in 1869, the Noble Order of the
Knights of Labor was organized by Uriah
8. Stephens, and became Nation-wide in
scope and influence. Under the leader-
ship of Terence V. Powderly, the Knights
of Labor was a power which profoundly
influenced the polifics and the economics
of the Nation from 1879 to 1893. Al-
though originally a secret order, the
Knights of Labor at its height comprised
702,000 members and was organized
along lines comparable to contemporary
industrial unions—the horizontal pattern
of unionization, although ecraft unions
were included among its constituents,
just as the CIO today includes some
crafts among its member unions.

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR FORMED

However, the power of the crafts in the
Enights of Labor became ascendant over
the broader concepts held by Powderly,
and out of the conflict of aims and direc-
tions the American Federation of Labor
emerged with a new direction for organ-
ized workers.
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By 1893 the Knights of Labor had vir-
tually departed from the scene, and the
alliance between farm, labor, and some
white-collar- groups held together by
Powderly's dream of a full life fell apart.

Led by the sagacious Samuel Gompers,
the American Federation of Labor be-
came a sound and solid national organ-
ization in the vertical pattern of craft
unionization, modeled closely on the
British Trades-Union Congress. The
AFL was actually organized in 1886, after
5 years of preparatory work, and rose
rapidly to power and influence and
solidity.

PROGRESS SLOW AND PAINFUL

The road to progress has been slow
and painful.

I myself, in the span of my own life-
time, can remember when all unionists
were reviled as anarchists and Socialists,
or both, just as now it is in style to call
ever” unionist, every progressive, every
liberal, a Communist or fellow traveler,

Nevertheless, progress has been real.

Many present-day institutions which
even Republicans accept as a fundamen-
tal part of the American scene are the
product—and in many instances the re-
cent product—of labor organizations'
activities. To name only a few: Free
public education, universal manhood suf-
frage, the homestead laws, the 8-hour
day, the income tax, workmen's com-
pensation, safety installations on rail-
roads, industrial safety appliances, so-
cial security, postal savings, and many
other noble concepts which we now take
as a matter of course originated with
discussions in labor organizations.

With these reforms labor won real and
solid benefits of its own. From the days
of Woodrow Wilson on, progress has
been rapid. The Norris-LaGuardia Act
outlawing labor injunctions, the statu-
tory guaranty of the right to organize
and bargain collectively, retirement sys-
tems, wage-and-hour laws, the right to
picket, the right of laboring men and
their families to be secure in their
own homes against assault and violence,
have followed and accompanied social
benefits.

THIS EILL WOULD SUCK OUT THE SUBSTANCE OF
RIGHTS

This bill, Mr. Speaker, would suck out
the substance of those hard-won rights,
and Jeave but the bare bones, stripped of
their meat and sinew.

This bill is hypocritical in the extreme.

If you were honest, you would gather
together in this omnibus bill all the other
rights and benefits for which good Amer-
ican blood has been shed—for which good
American bodies have suffered jail and
beatings and death—and strip away free
schools, the vote, the 8-hour day, the 10-
hour day, too, for that matter, the Rail-
road Retirement Act, the Wages and
Hours Act—for what was left after the
Gwynne bill went through.

You would say, frankly and openly, that
you wanted to turn the clock back 150
years. "

You have taken an almost equally
brutal course with this bill, which would
leave the unions as not much more than
social clubs where the workers could
gather and curse the bosses and their
representatives. You have talked about
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communism and the left wing—this is
the way to breed subversion.
LABOR ORGANIEATIONS HELP ALL LABOR

Members of unions do not enjoy alone
the benefits of labor organization. Not
only the 18,000,000 workers joined to-
gether in the American Federation of
Labor, the Congress of Industrial Organ-
izations, the Railway Brotherhoods, and
many independent and unaffiliated
unions, but all the 58,000,000 American
workers share in the progress hrought
about by organized labor,

Many of you remember the bloody
struggle to bring about, first the 10-hour
day, then the 8-hour day. You remem-
ber the bitter fights against safety ap-
pliances in railrcads—and every big busi-
nessman riding in a pullman car can
thank organized labor for making that
ride safe and comfortable—and against
prohibiting sweatshop slavery for chil-
dren and women. Millions who have
never paid a dime to & union share in the
benefits brought about by labor organiza-
tion.

Is that the reason you wish to destroy
the unions?

LEAVE WELL ENOUGH ALONE

If you gentlemen were fair, if you were
not drunk with brief power, you would
leave well enough alone.

If you will not examine the misdeeds
of business, at least you would not wreak
your vengeance on the American work-
ers.
Today we have not less than 58,000,000
people at work—perhaps as many as 59,-
000,000. That is the greatest number of
employed workers in peacetime in all
history.. With only minor exceptions, we
have industrial peace throughout the Na-
tion. Labor and management are learn-
ing to work out their own problems over
the conference table, guided and advised
by the Federal Conciliation Service.

Yet, like the Whigs and Federalists of
150 years ago, you would strip labor of
all organizational rights, while ignoring
the collusive organizations of industry
and business, many times bearing such
deceptive names as institutes and bu-
reaus and other innocent-sounding titles
behind which industries are organized
far more authoritatively than any union
can ever organize. These industrial or-
ganizations, however they are styled—
whether institutes, trade associations,
bureaus, chambers, committees, or what
have you—are effective and tightly con-
trolled. They know what they want and
they go after it. Not their conscience, or
the public interest, but what they can
get away with, is the limit of their ac-
tions. They do not hesitate to spread
poisoned propaganda to the public in the
effort to justify their refusal to grant a
decent living wage and security to their
employees. Why do you propose no re-
strictions on them?

INSUFFICIENT TIME TO STUDY BILL

Even if T had my full youthful health
and vigor, I could not come before you
today, Mr. Speaker, claiming to have

. studied all the vicious implications of

this bill.

I could obtain a copy of the bill, with
its 66 pages, and of the report, contain-
ing 116 pages, only yesterday morning.
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I do not believe the printed hearings are
even now available. Yet had I read all

- of yesterday, and last night, and this

morning, foregoing all other duties, I
could not have claimed to have read and
studied them sufficiently to know all the
hidden meanings and injustices con-
tained in this infamous measure. Its
backers must have spent years preparing
it secretly and minutely to strip organ-
ized labor of all meaning.

I shall not attempt any detailed dis-
cussion of the bill, for those who follow
me in general debate, and particularly
those six who signed the minority report,
will do that expertly.

And when all the facts are in, and the
full meaning of this omnibus antilabor
bill is made clear, I am confident'that the
American people, to whom fair play and
equal justice is the essence of the demo-
cratic way of life, will be shocked and
dismayed, and will repudiate the bill and
all its supporters.

STORM OF DISAFPROVAL ALREADY GATHERING

That storm of disapproval already is
gathering. At this point I am inserting
in my remarks an editorial entitled
“Monkey Wrench and Banana Oil” from
an independent Chicago newspaper with
more than a half-million circulation, the
Chicago Times—a newspaper with a rep-
utation for letting the chips hit anybody
in range—which compares the tactics of
the Republican Party on this omnibus
bill with the disruption tactics of the
Communist Party:

MONEKEY WRENCH AND BANANA OIL

When the Republicans were campaigning
for votes last fall, they told one and all that
they were the sole possessors of a magic oil
which would make the Nation's industrial
machine run smoothly. It is beginning to
look now as though the lubrication they had
in mind was banana oil.

Instead of passing legislation which will
take the squeaks and slow-downs out of our
industrial machinery, the Republican bosses
are all set to toss a monkey wrench in the
works and jam it up, but good.

The monkey wrench is labeled “Politics.”

The Republican leadership plans to shove
through Congress a drastic labor bill. This
bill will include moderate legislation that
President Truman has asked for. It also will
include out-and-out antiunion legislation
that is supported only by the far right and
is opposed by sincere, serious experts on labor
problems.

The Republican leadership cannot honestly
expect President Truman to approve the “all-
or-nothing” measure. The GOP leadership
cannot expect to be able to pass the measure
over his veto, That's part of the diabolical,
political plan.

The Republicans would say if latcr con-
ditions went from bad to worse: ‘We tried
to pass a labor bill, but the President vetoed
it. So now we have industrial chacs."

If the Republicans were sincerely trying
to improve industrial conditions, they would
pass a serles of labor bills, each of which
would be designed to correct defects in our
present system. If the President shouid veto
one or more, those that he approved at jeast
would remain to serve their purpose. Mr.
Truman, for example, would approve a bill
forbidding jurisdictional strikes. But he
could not be expected to go along with the
right-wing measure to abolish the National
Labor Relations Board.

On Washington correspondent explains
the Republican position this way: “The Re-
publican leaders decided to risk their entire
labor policy in one omnibus bill."
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That’s misleading. The GOP risks nothing.
In fact, the omnibus bill doesn't represent
any one policy—it represents a mad jumble
of every labar panacea proposed.

The real risk in the course the GOP
leadership is pursuing is to the Nation's
own welfare. The all-or-nothing policy
is out of harmony with the American spirit
of fair compromise. It threatens to sabatoge
Industrial peace in the hope of making Presi-
dent Truman look bad in the wupcoming
Presidential election year. The GOP would
then say: “Only a Republican President can
bring lzbor peace.”

Last fall they said* “Only a Republican
Congress can legislate intelligently on the
labor front.”

If Republican leaders continue on the
course, which alarms many veteran reporters
of events in Washington, they will be no bet-
ter morally than the Communists whose
strategy also calls for indusirial chaos in
order to bring about political revolution.

DR. NOURSE WARNS OF FUTURE DANGER

And here, Mr. Speaker, is part of an
article which reports on the statements
atiributed to Dr. Edwin G. Nourse, chair-
man of the Economic Counsel, the body
which we charged with the task of study-
ing and reporting on economic cordi-
tions, and of recommending appropriate
actions when we passed the full-employ-
ment bill at the recent Cabinet meeting.
Bear in mind that Dr. Neurse is na rad-
ical, no demagog, no alarmist. His ap-
pointment brought universal approba-
tion.

DR. NOURSE'S WARNING

1. Prices have increased about 70 percent
on all commeodities since last July 1. Food-
stuffs have gone up about 80 percent, raw
materials about 55 percent on an average.

2. In some fields, wholesalers and retailers
are pricing themselves out of the market.
“The demand for certain goods—clothing,
women’s apparel, and shoes—has dropped
to the danger point. Fven in lines recently
scarce, such as radios, refrigerators, and
higher-priced automobiles, Nourse reparted,
demand is going way down.

3. While prices have increased, consumers’
wages have dropped. This disturbed Nourse
greatly. Secretary of the Interior Krug and
Secretary of Commerce Harriman backed him
up regarding this.

The figures used by Mourse for his con-
clusions show that wages dropped about
£5,500,000,000 between the first quarter of
1945 and the last quarter of 1046.

However, while wages dropped in 1945,
profits soared. During 1945 net corporate
profits were §9,000,000000. In 1946, with
wages dropping, profits climbed to $12,000,-
000,000. However, that was only part of the
story. During the last quarter of 1946 profits
were mounting at the rate of £I14,900,000,000
for the year, and during the first quarter of
this year they increased at an even higher
rate.

During this same period wages were tum-
bling from a 1945 high of $111,000,000,000 to
$106,000,000,000 in 1846—and still going down
in 1947. That was why Mr. Truman made his
statement the day aiter the Cabinet meeting
that if prices don't come down, wages must
g0 up.

ARE WE “STUMBLING TO DISASTER?"

I insert also an editorial from the Pro-
gressive entitled “Stumbling to Disas-
ter.” This newspaper is owned and pub-
lished by a Republican. I hope that all
Republicans will take special note of the
editorial. Let me say in introducing it
that, even though it from the most
recent issue, some of the figures on price
increases already are obsolete. Both cor=-
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poration profits and consumer prices are
far higher than those used in this edi-
torial.

STUMBLING TO DISASTER

Strikes and threats of strikes dominated
50 much of the front-page news during the
past week that there was little or no room
for basic, official facts piling up about the
causes of renewed labor restiveness.

The facts are simply told and easily di-
gested:

Fact No. 1: Carporation profits have soared
34 percent in a single year and are now at
the highest peak in the war or peaceiime
history of the United States. (Source: Offi-
clal figures of the U. 8. Department of Com-~
merce.)

Fact No. 2: Prices for consumers during
that same year have soared 19 percent.
(Source: Official figures of the U. S§. Depart-
ment of Commerce.)

Pact No. 3: Wages for Izbor advanced only
14 percent during the same year—and in
socme fields much less or not at all. (Source:
Official figures of the U. 5. Department of
Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics.)

Fact No. 4: Savings of American individ-
uals during the same year have dropped to
the lowest level since 1941 and to half the
amount saved in 1945. (Source: Official fig-
ures of the U. S. Secvurities and Exchange
Commission

-)

The whole story is right there., American
labor, at the peak of its productivity, finds
more and more of the wealth it ereates going
out into profits. Meanwhile, its own cost of
staying alive is shooting skyward. At the
same time it is being cut off from its financial
and psychological anchor—security in the
form of sa

Let's retrace a bit. Department of Com-
merce figures for 1946, now assembled for
the first time, show an all-time high In
profits of $12,000,000,000, after taxes have
been paid. Thus far in 1947 profits are pil-
ing up even faster, at the rate of $15,000,-
000,000 a year after taxes.

Now let's have a look at the officlal figures
on the prices the average consumer pays.
In the 9 months since OPA controls have
been abolished, food and farm products sky-
rocketed 48 percent on the wholesale level,
while other commodities jumped 44 percent,

Translated on the retail level, where the
average consumer must buy, the fizures
show that meat bounced up 46.8 percent in
those 8 months. Butter and other fats and
oils went up 59.3 percent, dairy products 24
percent, and clothing 20 percent.

Labor is striking or threatening to strike,
because profits have gone up 3% percent,
prices 19 percent, and wages only 14 percent.
It's as simple as that, especially if you de-
frost these cold figures and try to see them
as they leave their impact on the dafly lv-
ing of the average American family.

It must be clear to every thoughtful
American that we will be stumbling our way
into & major disaster i the present trends
are continued. Fortunately there is some
hope that the more far-sighted leaders of
business and industry are beginning to spot
the booby traps along the course on which
they are embarked. - The Ford Motor Co.
has announced a cut in prices. The Chrys-
ler Corp. followed suit with an announce-
ment last week that it is going to reduce the
cost on Plymouths.

Perhaps even more significant were the
statements of two outstanding business-
men, one a manufacturer, the other a mer-
chant. Sald Don G. Mitchell, president of
the Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.: “Too
large a segment of industry is still willing
to make as much as you can while you can,
& policy that can lead anly to disaster.”

Jack Straus, president of R. H. Macy &
Co., New York, bought full-page advertising
consumers against buying in-
discriminately, to plead for lower prices, and
to advocate a slash in profits. *“We are all
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going to have to reduce our profit margins,*”
he sald. Profits, “in many industries, in-
cluding our own, were abnormally high in
1946, based on consumer sales.”

The head of the world’s largest depart-
ment store put his finger on the most urgent
need in the American economy todasy—and
incidentally on the cause of labor-manage-
ment conflict—when he said that improved
efficiency must be translated into lower
prices rather than into higher profits if we
are to have continuing prosperity. High
production must be the basis for high wages.
Our economy can be supported only by high
production and high wages.

Mr. Straus is dead right, of course, and
yet every official figure shows we are now
pursuing the reverse course.

EILL DENTES ORGANIEATIONAL RIGHIS TO

3,500,000 WORKERS

It is not enough, Mr. Speaker, that
this bill undertakes to repeal or nullify
or emasculate the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, the Norris-LaGuardia Act, and
union protection under the Ciayton
Act—ihis bill undertakes to prohibit
unionization of three and a half million
workers, and to deprive them of their
constitutional rights, of their implicit
right of association, of their right to
ﬁmﬂymﬂammahundantway

e.

I am referring to the provisions in
this bill that woul deny to supervisory
employees peaceful machinery for set-
tling their problems with their employer.

It seems to me that a more compre-
hensive study should be made of the
terms and conditions of employment of
supervisory employees to determine
whether or not they are justified in their
demands that the full protection and
benefits of the National Labor Relations
Act applies to them. For example, how
many of us know how many cases have
been presented to the National Labor
Relations Board by foremen who have
been discriminated against by their em-
ployer? Does the Labor Committee have
full knowledge of such pertinent infor-
mation before considering this legis-
lation?

We are all aware that foremen are
organizing ‘into unions for their own
muiual aid and protection. We are also
aware that employers are vigorously
protesting lawful protection of super-
visory employees’ rights on the grounds
that foremen are management, and as
such cannot have a dual allegiance. It
seems to me that this matter has been
given very thorough and serious study,
not only by the National Labor Relations
Board, but by the Supreme Court of the
United States. Just recently our highest
tribunal decided that supervisory em-
ployees are definifely entitled to the
benefits and protection of law. Can we,
therefore, cast aside their rights? I be-
lieve that if I were employed in a super-
visory capacity by any employer who
dealt unfairly with me that I, too, would
seek the protection from the Congress
of the Unifed States that is offered to
all workers. After all, foremen are
workers too. And, can we therefore de-
prive a large segment of our working
population of the same rights that we
offer to the rest?

FOREMEN SHOULD EE ALLOWED UNMIONS

I say that foremen should be per-
mitted to have their own organization
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for their own mutual aid and protection.
That they are seeking such protection
through organization cannot be denied;
for in the past several years thousands
of them have banded together in an
effort to establish eguitable conditions
of employment for themselves.

The history of labor in our country
has established a clear and concise rec-
ord of supervisory employees participat-
ing in union activities in many of our
great industries. For example, building
trades, typographical, maritime, and
our great railroad industry have always
recognized the right of supervisors to
have their own union and bargain col-
lectively. Why then should we deny to
others the same privilege and right that
we have recognized and granted for the
past 50 years to the supervisors in the
industries I just mentioned?

CONGRESS INTENDED TO PRESERVE THIS RIGHT

There has been much debate on the
question of whether or not Congress in-
tended to include supervisory employees
in the provisions of the National Labor
Relations Act providing for employee-
rights. It seems to me that the father
of the act, Senator RoBerT WAGNER, in
his debate on the floor of the Senate last
year set forth clearly his intentions in
offering to foremen the same benefits
and protection offered to other workers,
when he said—and I quote:

Mr. President, I understand that the ques-
tion with which we are dealing is now pend-
ing in court. I belleve that the subject
about which we are asked to legislate is the
very subject over which we fought several
years ago. The issue then was, shall the
workers have the right to organize and bar-
gain collectively? Foremen are also workers.
‘What we are now being asked to say to the
foremen is, “No; you may not organize. If
your employer does not want you to have a
union, you may not organize."” As I have
sald, we fought over that issue some years
ago when the so-called Wagner Act was first
before the Congress, Supervisors are not a
part of management; but it is now proposed
to say to them, “You may not be protected
under the so-called Wagner Act because you
are foremen. You are not ordirlary workers,
You may not have anything to say about
your wages. You have no right to bargain
collectively.” We fought out that very issue
back in 1933, and we thought it was settled.
The employer said to the employee, “No; you
may not belong to a union.” We were com-
pelled to enact legislation so as to permit
the workers to organize,

Continuing, Senator WAGNER said:

Senators may do as they please, but if
they vote for the amendment they will say
to many foremen and supervisors, “No; you
have no legal protection. ¥You have no right
to bargain collectively. You have no right
to carry on collective bargaining with your
employer with reference to what your wages,
hours or anything else shall be.” Senators,
if we do that I say that we are returning
to the old days.

I am particularly opposed to the pro-
visions of this bill that will deny to su-
pervisory employees lawful protection in
their efforts to secure wages and terms
and conditions of employment that are
fair. I feel that we will err in passing
upon this matter of such importance to
3,500,000 workers at this time, and there-
fore recommend that a more compre-
hensive study be made of this particular
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problem, so that we can act with justi-
fication based upon facts.

REFUBLICANS HAVE VOTES TO ADOPT RULE AND
PASS BILL

Mr. Speaker, I fully realize that you
have the votes in the House necessary
to adopt this rule and to force through
this drastic and ill-considered bill, even
to the extent of being able to defeat every
amendment designed to mitigate its harsh
and unwarranted provisions.

Nevertheless, I am satisfied that if the
Republican membership were free to act
according to conscience and not bound
by the action of your party caucus and
the whip of the powerful and short-
sighted interests behind this bill, many
would reject this extremely harsh and
unfortunate bill which soon will be stuffed
down the throats of the Members of this
House.

I feel sure that when the votes are
cast there will not be a single Repub-
lican vote against this rule, and that the
Republican vote for the bill will be very
nearly unanimous. Of course, they will
be joined by some gentlemen from this
side who are unfriendly to labor, who
have no organized labor in their dis-
tricts, and who will be swayed by the
high-pressure and dishonest campaign
carried on for many, many years against
organized labor, and whipped up to a
new and degrading fever in recent
months.

SPIRIT OF LABOR CANNOT BE THUS BROKEN

But notwithstanding that you will, by
passing this bill, wreak your long-nour-
ished vengeance against the American
workingman and his family, and thus
express your contempt for the democratic
processes on which the American way of
life is soundly founded, I now prophesy
that you will not break the spirit of
American labor.

To the contrary, I predict that by this
senseless action you will give American
labor new inspiration to renew the age-
long fight for justice and equality and
freedom; to work together in harmonious
cooperation to preserve their self-re-
spect; and to expand their membership
and their influence as the unorganized
majority of workers begin to realize more
fully their lack of protection against un-
just and vengeful attacks on their eco-
nomic and political rights.

Mr. Speaker, they will be fighting for
their very existence. They will be fight-
ing to prevent their being forced back
into medieval serfdom, into the slavery
of working 10 and 12 hours a day for a
pittance of a dollar a day; into the hor-
rors of the sweatshop, where women
worked long hours for 75 cents a day, and
children of tender age worked by their
sides for 25 cents a day.

All workers, organized and unorgan-
ized, will be forced to the realization that
you are legislating in the interest of those
who have, against those who have not.

DESTROYING FARM PROSPERITY

You are destroying the farmers’ mar-
kets for their high-priced foodstuffs.
‘When the crash comes—and if this bill
becomes law the crash will come as surely
as night follows day, and winter follows
summer and the moon follows the sun—
the leaders of rich and arrogant farm or-
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ganizations will not be able to deliver
the farm vote to you.

Farmers are shrewd and understand-
ing. They, too, can read their magazines
and newspapers—and the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

They will remember then that it was
under a Democratic President and a
Democratic Congress that they were res-
cued from the Republican-made Hoover
depression; they will remember that it
was the “despised New Deal” which
brought to them the highest prices in
history, and the highest spread between
what they can sell their products for,
and what they have to pay out. They
will remember that it was the Demo-
cratic administrations under Wilson and
Roosevelt which pulled them out of de-
spair and hopelessness, and enacted
beneficial laws to enable them to save
their soil, to save on interest, to save
their homes and their means of making
a living. They will come to realize—as
labor already realizes—that selfish forces
of black reaction lie behind this bill, in-
spired only by greed and profit.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that those
on the Republican side have neither eyes
to see nor ears to hear nor hearts to
understand what has taken place in the
minds of the American people; but re-
member, when election time comes again,
it will be your funeral, not mine. I feel
that this legislation, aiming to cripple
labor and destroy business, will not be
enacted because the American people
wfll.l not stand for it and will not approve
of it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. No; I cannot yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Could you not an-
swer one question?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman de-
clines to yield.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time and I now yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MARCANTONIO].

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the rule because I
am opposed to the consideration of this
legislation. I think that any person who
believes in collective bargaining must
acknowledge the fact that there cannot
be any collective bargaining without
some sort of equality on both sides. The
only people who do not sincerely believe
in collective bargaining, both in business
and outside of business, are those who
would establish some form of Fascist
control of labor in these United States.
I believe the average businessman, the
person who has at heart the welfare of
the country and believes in the advance-
ment of its economy, absolutely adheres
to the proposition that you cannot have
industrial relationship conducive to the
welfare of the Nation without collective
bargaining. A study of the history of
collective bargaining and how it came
about demonstrates conclusively that
only as equality for labor is established
can collective bargaining become a re-
ality. The history of labor is a story of
struggle by the American worker to
achieve equality through unionization
and that whatever equality he has been
able to obtain in his relationship with
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industry has been obtained only after
years of struggle, struggle of the most
excruciating kind. Labor has been sub-
jected to the worst kind of exploitation.
The only way the workers could protect
themselves in some measure against it
was to organize and form unions. That
is, unions free from company control.
In the beginning it was craft unions.
Then, to achieve more effective unity,
industrial unionization was attempted
and carried out by the CIO.

Now, what does this legislation do?
This legislation wipes out whatever
strength organized labor acquired to
bring about equality in bargaining. Any
honest analysis of the bill will demon-
strate that to be correct. It wipes out
completely any semblance of equality on
the part of labor in bargaining with in-
dustry. It destroys completely the bar-
gaining power of organized labor to sit
down at the table with the employers and
seek redress against exploitation. You
cannot bargain unless you have power.
Labor cannot have power except through
unionization. Union activities such as
have been laid down in the Wagner Act,
protected by the Norris-LaGuardia Act,
put on the statutes, for the sole purpose
of granting to American workers who
are organized, equality in bargaining—
all that is being wiped out by this legis-
lation. Distort the truth as much as you
can but you cannot get away from that.

What is your justification for this legis-
lation? Oh, you say you are going to
give certain rights, a new bill of rights
to the American worker. What are you
giving him? What are those rights?
You are shearing him of his strength,
strength which exists only because of
unionization, unity on the part of the
workers protecting him against yellow-
dog contracts, company unions, low
wages, long hours, and indecent working
conditions. You are taking that protec-
tion away from him and thus you leave
him completely at the mercy of the big
monopolies of this country. So you are
giving him the right to do what? To be-
come once again a wage slave. You are
giving him the right to be free, freeing
him from unionization, freeing him from
his hard-earned protection, freeing him
from his union, his only defense against
exploitation. You are making him free
to be exploited. You are making him
free to be forced to work for lower wages.
You are making him free to be forced fo
work long hours. You are making him
free and impotent to defend himself
against any attempt by industry to sub-
ject him to the same working conditions
that existed in these United States 75
years ago. You are giving him the free-
dom to become enslaved to a system that
has been repudiated in the past not only
by Democrats but also by outstanding
progressive-minded Republicans. You
are giving him freedom to be subjected
to the injunction, to the yellow-dog con-
tract, to company unions, to the vilest
form of exploitation. In the name of
freedom and a new bill of rights you
destroy his rights, his unions, his
strength, and his real freedom. You
may pass this legislation, but you will not
fool American wage earners. They know
that their union and their rights that
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you now seek to destroy have been and
are their best guarantee and bill of rights
for freedom and economic security.

The whole philosophy of industrial re-
lationship based on equality of bargain-
ing is destroyed by this legislation, ¥You
say that you are going to do this to get
rid of the Communists in the unions, to
get rid of the racketeers. Let us see
Under the guise of fighting communism
you are with this legislation advancing
fascism on American labor. That is just
what you are doing, and again, you can-
not get away from it.

Now about this talk of racketeering, let
us see who are the real racketeers. When
we consider the spiraling in prices, the
spiraling of the cost of living which has
increased 50 percent since last June,
we find that the real racketeers are the
gentlemen who asked for free enterprise
in order to raise prices. By free enter-
prise they meant freedom to charge
whatever prices they pleased and to pay
whatever wages they wanted to pay.
That is the kind of free enterprise which
was urged by these gentlemen upon the
United States in the last election; and
these same people who used the cry of
free enterprise and who are now taking
out of the pockets of the American con-
sumers millions and millions of dollars
are behind this legislation. They are
the real racketeers. They made billions
and billions of dollars in wartime. Now
these are the men who are destroying
the purchasing power of the American
people and seek to destroy the rights of
American workers. They are the real
racketeers.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. If the gentle-
man will yield to me, I will yield him two
additional minutes.

Mr. MARCANTONIO.
yield to the gentleman.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for four addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I am not great-
ly surprised that the gentleman from
New York is opposed to this bill, but I will
be greatly surprised if the great majority
of my good friends on that side of the
aisle oppose it, inasmuch as President
Truman himself said that something
must be done; that we must have some
lahor bill.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker,
may I say to the gentleman from Illinois
that I opposed the President’s proposal
at the time he came here during the rail-
road strike. But that is neither here nor
there. Let us judge this legislation by
just what it is.

As I was saying, these big monopolies
that have been taking millions and mil-
lions of dollars out of the pockets of the
American consumers are the ones who
want this legislation. They are the ones
who today make it impossible for labor
to bargain. They are the ones who are
today adamant in their refusal to negoti-
ate agreements on wages and hours and
refuse to give the American worker a
wage with which he can keep up with the
increasing cost of living. They want this

Certainly I
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legislation and they support it from A to
Z in order to continue to deprive Ameri-
cans of their share of the peace.

May I say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois who asked about gentlemen on this
side a while ago, that the gentleman from
Illinois cannot point eut a single oppo-
nent of this bill among the big trusts that
have been profiteering and racketeer-
ing—wholesale racketeering, that is what
it amounts to—the worst kind of racket-
eering, increasing the cost of living at
the expense of the American consumers.

Did anyone of them ever come out
against this kind of legislation? No.
They have paid out millions of dollars to
put in advertisments supporting it. They
have issued tons of literature for it.
They have their radio commentators,
columnists, and the press busily engaged
smearing labor. All of them have been
drumming the war drums against the
men and women of ‘America whose only
crime has been to try to obtain for them-
selves and their families a decent stand-
ard of living.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTIT, JR. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I want to
pay tribute to the gentleman as an ex-
pert on what constitutes racketeering.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentleman
is a much better expert on that than I am.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. No.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. As a matter of
fact, I think the gentleman qualifies em-
inently as an expert on that subject.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. The gen-
tleman knows what a racketeer is, and
in his own district, too.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. My district is
just as good, if not better, than the
gentleman's district and I am mighty
proud of my district. My district is a
district of homes, schools, churches, and
workers whose people gave their sons for
freedom but do not go around bragging
about it. You cannot meet the issues
and you drag out a red herring.

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I will
identify the red herring, too.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
decline to yield further. The gentleman
cannot identify anything. I, however,
have identified the real racketeers and
it is obvious that the gentleman is very
sensitive over it. Irepeat, youare draw-
ing a red herring in crder fo escape from
the real consequences that this bill im-
poses on the working people of this coun-
try. You are parroting the same tactics
that are employed by the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers.

I would like to know how much col-
laboration the authors of this legislation
have received from the attorneys of the
National Association of Manufacturers
and the so-called experts employed by
that organization, all enemies not only
of labor but as a result of their practices,
their racketeering practices, real enemies
of the economy of these United States.

This legislation is a part of a pattern.
It is part of the pattern of boom, bust,
and war, and in the face of that condition
which you have been creating your only
answer is Fascist labor legislation. Send
to the Library for the Fascist syndicate
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laws enacted by Mussolini after he came
into power; compare those laws with
what you are enacting here, and the sim-
ilarity is striking, the similarity is such
that it is sufficient to frighten anyone
in America who believes in American de-
mocracy. :

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman one additional minute.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker,
in conclusion I want to say that with this
legislation we are marching, as Philip
Murray correctly stated, toward fascism.
You cannot have a free America without
free labor unions; you cannot have free
labor unions when you deprive the
American labor unions of their funda-
mental rights. You cannot have free
labor unions when you deprive the Amer-
ican labor unions of their power to bar-
gain collectively. You cannot have free
labor unions when you destroy the
strength of free labor unions to obtain
equality in bargaining. That is what
you are doing with this legislation. You
think you are going to get voles by it,
you may think you will sweep an election
by it, but I tell you that the day is not
far off in these United States when the
American people will recognize the pat-
tern of boom, bust, and war that you are
trying to put over on them under the
guise of fighting so-called communism,
and so-called racketeers. You are put-
ting over fascism in these United States
and again you cannct gev away from that
no matter how gross the distortion, no
matter how big the lie.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has again expired.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may require,

Mr. Speaker, I mentioned a moment
ago that I was not surprised that my
good friend from New York [Mr, Marc-
ANTONIO] is opposed to this rule. As I
stated previously, this rule is an open
one. It provides that the majority Mem-
bers of this body, together with the mi-
nority. can pass such labor legislation
as they desire. I bring to-the gentle-
man's attention that on January 6, in
the President’'s message to Congress in
regard to labor, he mentions certain la-
bor-management problems, and I quote:

Certain labor-management problems need
attention at once and certain others, by rea-
son of their complexity, need exhaustive in-
vestigation and study.

We should enact legislation to correct cer-
tain abuses and to provide additional gov-
ernmental asslstance in bargaining. But we
should also concern ourselves with the basic
causes of labor-management difficulties.

In the light of these considerations, I pro-
pose to you and urge your cooperation in
effecting the following four-point program
to reduce industrial strife:

Point No. 1 is the early enactment of legia-
lation to prevent certain unjustifiable prac-
tices.

First, under this point, are jurisdictional
strikes. In such strikes the public and the
employer are innocent bystanders who are
injured by a colllsion between rival unions.
This type of dispute hurts production, in-
dustry, and the public—and labor itself. I
consider jurisdictional strikes indefensible.

L L L] - .

Another form of interunion disagreement

is the jurisdictional strike involving the
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question of which labor union is entitled
to perform a particular task. When rival
unions are unable to settle such disputes
themselves, provision must be made for
peaceful and binding determination of the
issues.

A second unjustifiable practice is the sec-
ondary boycott, when used to further juris-
dictional disputes or to compel employers
to violate the National Labor Relations Act.

L L] L] L] Ll

A third practice that should be corrected
is the use of economic force, by either labor
or management, to decide issues arising out
of the interpretation of existing contracts.

That is the President of the United
States saying we need scme labor legis-
lation. The gentleman from New York
obviously will vote against this rule. He
does not even want to consider any labor
legislation.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? 1

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. EENNEDY., The President in his
message also stated, and I quote:

We must not, under the stress of emotion,
endanger our American freedoms by taking

ill-considered action which will lead to re-
sults not anticipated or desired.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois.
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. I want to commend
the chairmar of the Committee on Rules
and his associates for bringing this pro-
posal before the House under an open
rule. I know that some people said be-
fore that rule was granted that it was
proposed to bring the measure before
the House with a closed rule that would
prohibit amendment. However, is this
not the situation? Under the rule pres-
ently before us and which will shortly
be adopted, amendments are in order so
long as they are germane, It is in order
for the House, sitting in the Committee
of the Whole, to take such action as it
deems proper in respect to this bill. The
House can act as it sees fit on any of
these provisions. So the issue that will
come on the vote on the rule simply is,
Shall we proceed to the consideration of
legislation having to do with Ilabor-
management relations—legislation, 1
may say, overwhelmingly demanded by
a majority of the people of this country
and, as the gentleman from Illinois has
just pointed out, even suggested, in part
at least, by the President of the United
States?

Mr. KEELLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania,.

Mr. KELLEY. Yes, but the gentleman
forgot to say that the President asked for
a commission, representatives of both
Houses and the public, to make a long,
extensive research and study, which has
not been given by this Congress up to
now. Even this bill before us has been
the subject only of a very inadequate
study.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I understand
the Labor Committee, for at least 6
weeks, from early morning until late at
night, has been holding hearings, and
that they brought before them leaders

I yield to the
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of organized labor, and that the hear-
ings were very extensive.

Mr., SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KLEIN].

Mr., KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to the present consideration of this
bill, and I think I can answer the dis-
tinguished gentleman, fhe chairman of
the committee, in this way: As a mem-
ber of the Committee on Labor, I can
definitely state that we have not ade-
quately studied this problem of labor-
management relations. Certainly, hear-
ings were held, but this bill was being
written—and I will tell you in a minute
by whom—while these hearings were
held; and, in fact, it was bezun before
the hearings were started. The chair-
man of our committee—and I have great
respect for him and high regard—stated
publicly during the course of these hear-
ings that the bill was being prepared, and
explained at that time, in the early stages
of the hearings, just what the bill would
contain. President Truman’s suggestion
that a committee should be appointed
to fully study the problem is an excellent
one and should be followed.

Mr. Speaker, some monopolistic cor-
porations are trying to get the American
people to believe that labor has become a
monopoly, and therefore is threatening
the country. They are really trying, and
trying desperately, to disguise what the
Senate Small Business Committee calls
the alarming growth of monopolies in
business.

In the auto industry, the great symbol
of American enterprise, of 1,200 com-
panies that have been in business, only 12
remain. Of these 12, 3—Ford, Chrysler,
and GM—do 90 percent of the business.
These three control the policies of the
entire industry.

The Sccrefary of Commerce said in
June of 1946:

Since VJ-day there has been a sharp in-

crease in corporate mergers and acquisition
of small firms by larger ones.

Who coined this slogan "“labor monop-
olies”? It was coined by John W. Sco-
ville, formeriy with the Chrysler Corp.,
now with the Committee for Constitu-
tional Goverument. This committee,
financed by Pew, du Pont, and other
NAM leaders, brags that the slogan was
adopted as part of a careful plan against
unions:

Our first step was to coin a slogan, as we
had colned “court packing,” “purge,” “one-
man rule,” each of which swept across the
country and led to victory over public
menaces.

The committee’s new slogan is “labor
monopolies,” which was projected into
the title selected for John Scoville’s book.
Copies of the book, Labor Monopolies,
were sent to all Members of Congress
with an offer for 100 free copies to dis-
tribute to their constituents. It was
mailed to public officials in every State.

The CCG propaganda uses the big lie
to cover the fact that free competitive
enterprise is rapidly becoming a thing
of the pest. Small business is being
squeezed out. Profifs are higher than
ever before, and going up—wages are
going down., Prices continue to rise.
Rent control is being killed. The Amer-
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ican worker’s standard of living is seri-
ously threatened.

This is a threat to ‘our American way
of life. Our unions stand as the strong-
est bulwark for economic and political
democracy because, without sirong un-
ions, our economy will collepse, through
further drops in wages and purchasing
power. After World War I, the same

lopsided picture took shape. The unions
were weakened, and we went into a severe
depression.

The present drive against labor does
not represent the wishes or thinking of
many Members of Congress, including
certain members of the House Labor
Committee.

The new House labor bill was not writ-
ten with the help of the Democratic
members of the commitiee. In fact, they
were not consulted and no full committee
meetings were held to discussit. The bill
was actually written with the help of
several industryrepresentatives and some
lawyers from the National Association of
Manufacturers and the United States
Chamber of Commerce. Some of the
most valuable assistance came from Wil-
liam Ingles, who reports a $24,000 annual
salary as a lobbyist.

Ingles represents Allis-Chalmers Co.,
Fruehauf Trailer Co., J. L. Case Co., the
Falk Corp., and Inland Steel Co. These
are not the only antiunion companies
that are helping out the Labor Commit-
tee. Patrioteer Theodore R. Iserman put
aside his rich Chrysler law practice for
two full weeks to help out the House
committee.

Another volunteer in the antilabor
cause is Jerry Morgan, whose law offices
in Washington serve a variety of big
corporations.

This group of high-priced lawyers
quietly worked up the most vicious bill
yet produced. The Democratic members
were ignored. For 2 weeks no committee
meeting was called.

Then the threatened telephone strike
was announced. The distinguished
chairman of the Labor Committee, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, Hart-
LEY], called the reporters. He said, in
effect, a majority of the commitiee had
approved a bill to stop the telephone
strike. He added that if the strike were
called off the bill would not be pushed.

The Hartley bill to break the telephone
strike is based on Mr. HARTLEY'S desire “to
protect the public health, safety, and in-
terest,” but the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HarTLEY] and his Republican
colleagues voted to wipe out the only
Federal agency dealing with safety—the
Bureau of Labor Standards. They
fought every health bill, and most of
them even fought the school-lunch pro-
gram. To show how far this thinking
can go, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SisrTLEY] cited a strike of magazine
bindery workers which could be stopped
by the same bill because the strike af-
fected communications, which are, of
course, vital to public safety.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr, Casgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, there is only one issue involved
in the vote on this rule, and that is sim-
ply whether or not the Members favor

considering legislation to deal with labor
problems. The record is clear as to why
we have this problem on our doorstep yet.
It is because the bill which the Congress
passed last year was vetoed and the prob-
lem was not met.

Behind the action that the Congress
took last year you had a record of the
President of the United States calling
for legislation back in the fall of 1945.
The President called a labor-manage-
ment conference here in Washington.
The Members of the House were told,
“Do not press for legislation until this
voluntary conference has had an oppor-
tunity to show what it can work out.”

The President came before the Con-
gress with a special message on the 3d
of December in 1945 and told us that
the objectives of the conference had not
been reached, and he asked the Congress
to pass legislation. He made three spe-
cific recommendations. That matter was
considered by the committees of the two
Houses. We had not taken action at
Christmas time. The President went be-

fore the country on the radio on the 3d

of January 1946 and said to the people
of the country, “You want action. While
the Members of Congress are home on
their vacation, tell them what you want
is some action on this, and, if they do
not like my recommendations, to write
their own bill.” The Congress pro-
ceeded to write its bill and we passed it,
and then the President did not like that,
and vetoed the bill.

Someone talks about free labor., The
President came here in one of those crises
which arose because we do not have any
machinery to meet that kind of a sit-
uation and asked for the drafting of
labor in the railway strike. Is that free-
dom for labor?-

These crises came back to face us.and

to plague the country as they are now:

in the telephone strike, hecause Congress
has not met the problem, or, if we did
meet it, then the President was not ready
to go along with us.

This is our opportunity today to con-
sider comprehensive legislation under an
open rule that will permit any germane
amendment.

Of course, this rule should be adopted
by an overwhelming vote.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The qguestion was taken; and there
were—yeas 319, nays 47, not voting 66,
as follows:

[Roll No. 33]
YEAS—319

Abernethy Arnold Boggs, La.
Albert Auchincloss Bolton
Allen, Calif. Bakewell Bonner
Allen, Il Banta kin
Allen, La. Barden Bradley, Calif.
Almond Barrett Bradley, Mich.
Andersen, Bates, Mass, et

H.Carl Beall Brehm
Anderson, Callf. Beckworth Brooks

dresen, Bell Brown, Ga.

Auvgust H. Bennett, Mich. Brown, Ohio
Andrews, Ala. Bennett, Mo. Bryson
Andrews, N. ¥. gshup g:akaﬁ
Arends Boggs, Del., Bulwinkle
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Burke
Burleson
Busbey
Butler
Byrnes, Wis.
Camp
Canfield
Cannon
Carson
Case, N. J.
Case, 8. Dak.
Chadwick
Chapman
Chelf
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church
Clason
C}ements
Clevenger
Coffin

Cole, Kans,
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.
Cooper
Corbett

* Cotton

Courtney
Cox
Cravens

Engel, Mich,
Engle, Calif,
Evins
Fellows
Fenton
Fernandez
Fisher
Flannagan
Fletcher
Folger
Foote
Forand
Gallagher
Gamble
Gary
Gathings
Gavin
Gearhart
Gillette
Gillie

Howell
Jackson, Calif,
Jarman
Jenison
Jenkins, Ohlo
Jenkins, Pa.
Jensen
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Ii.
Johnson, Ind.
Johnson, Okla.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Ohio
Jones, Wash
Jonkman
Eean

Eearney
Eearns
Eeating

Eeefe

Eerr
Kersten, Wis.
Eilburn

Kilday
Enutson
Kunkel
Landis
Lanham
Larcade
Latham
Lea
LeCompte
LeFevre
Lemke
Lewls
Lodge
Love
Lucas

Lyle
McConnell
MeCowen
McDonough
McDowell
McGarvey
McGregor
McMillan, 8. C.
McMillen, II.
MacKinnon

Miller, Conn.
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr.
Mills

Mitchell
Monroney
Morris
Morrison
Morton
Muhlenberg
Murdeck
Murray, Tenn.
Murray, Wis.
Nixon

Nodar
Norblad

NAYS—47
Fulton
Gordon
Gorskl
Havenner
Hedrick
Heflernan
Holifield
Huber
Jackson, Wash.
Karsten, Mo.
Eee
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Norman
Norrell
O'Hara
O'Koneki
Oowens

Pace

Passman
Patterson
Peden
Peterson
Phillips, Calif.
Phillips, Tenn.
Pickett
Ploeger

Potts

Rohrbough
Ross

Russell

Sadlak

St. George
Banborn
Barbacher
Basscer
Schwabe, Mo.
Bchwabe, Okla.



Marcantonio O'Toole Rabin
Miller, Calif.  Pfeifer Sabath
Morgan Philbin Sadowskl
Norton Powell SBomers
O’Brien Price, TIL. Welch

NOT VOTING—66
Bates, Ky. Grant, Ala. Rayburn
Battle all, Rayfiel
Bender Edwin Arthur Rizley
Bland Hart Rooney
Bloom Hull Scoblick
Brophy Javits Scott, Hardle
Buckley Jennings Short
Byrne, N. ¥ Johnson, Tex., Simpson, Pa.
Clark Jones, N. C. Smith, Maine
Clippinger Judd Smith, Va.
Colmer Eefauver Snyder
Combs KEeogh Spence
Cooley Lusk Stanley
Coudert Lynch Stockman
Crawford McMahon Talle
Dawson, I11 Mansfleld, Tex, Tollefson
Dawson, Utah Merrow Valil
Eaton Mundt Vorys
Fallon Patman Wood
Fuller Plumley Woodruff
Gerlach Poage Worley
Gifford Poulson -
Goodwin Rains

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Wood for, with Mr. Rooney against.

Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Dawson of Illinois against.

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Lynch against.

Mr. Gifford for, with Mr. Hart against.

Mr. Hardie Scott for, with Mr. Eeogh
against.

Mr. Scoblick for, with Mr. Byrne of New
York against.

Mr. Coudert for, with Mr. Buckley against.

Mr. Judd for, with Mr. Rayflel against.

Mr. Gerlach for, with Mr. Poulson against,

Mr. McMahon for, with Mr. Bloom against.

General pairs until further notice:
Mr. Eaton with Mr. Bland.

Mr. Fuller with Mr. Fogarty.

Mr. Jennings with Mr. Cooley.
Merrow with Mr. Rains,

. Clippinger with Mr. Worley.

. Crawford with Mr. Colmer. -

. Dawson of Utah with Mrs. Lusk,

. Goodwin with Mr. Johnson of Texas.
. Bhort with Mr. Fallon.

. Rizley with Mr. Clark.

Mr. O'BrIEN, Mr. GorskI, and Mr. Gor-
poN changed their votes from “yea” to
linay.l)

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MUNITICNS CONTROL—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H DOC. NO. 185)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read,
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be
printed:

BEEREEE

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a proposal for
legislation to authorize supervision of the
exportation of arms, ammunition, imple-
ments of war, and related commodities,
and the importation of arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war; to provide
for the registration, under certain con-
ditions, of manufacturers, exporters, im-
porters, and certain dealers in munitions
of war; and to provide for obtaining
more adequate information concerning
the international traffic in arms. The
principal purpose of this proposal is to
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supersede the present provisions of law
in section 12 of the Neutrality Act of
November 4, 1939. For the reasons out-
lined below it is believed that the Con-
gress will agree that this section of the
present law is particularly ineffective in
dealing with current problems and that
the Congress will wish to take prompt
action to enact a new law along the lines
proposed herein.

Section 12 of the Neutrality Act pro-
vides for: the establishment of a Na-
tional Munitions Control Board; the ad-
ministration of the provisions of that
section by the Secretary of State; the
registration of those engaged in the busi-
ness of manufacturing, importing, or ex-
porting arms, ammunition, and imple-
ments of war; the conditions under
which export and import licenses may
be issued; the reports which the National
Munitions Control Board shall make to
the Congress; and the determination by
the President of what articles shall be
considered arms, ammunition, and im-
plements of war. Reports of the activi-
ties carried on by the Department of
State pursuant to section 12 for the
years 1941 to 1946, inclusive, have been
submitted to assist the Congress in its
consideration of the legislation now sug-
gested. Operations prior to 1941 are con-
tained in the first to sixth Annual Re-
ports of the National Munitions Control
Board.

The proposed legislation contemplates
continuing certain of the essential
aspects of section 12 of the Neufrality
Act, particularly those pertaining to the
administrative framework of the con-
trols now exercised. However, it is dif-
ferent in its objective and it proposes a
more fiexible and efficient administra-
tion. .

The present system of supervising this
country’'s international traffic and trade
in arms and munitions of war was con-
ceived during a period of neutrality and
with the view to remaining out of war.
To achieve this end the successive Neu-
trality Acts of 1935, 1937, and 1939 were
founded on the principle of impartiality
toward all who would secure munitions
from us regardless of their motives. As
long as section 12 of the Neutrality Act
is in effect that requirement of impar-
tiality is still the law and the Sseretary
of State must treat aggressor and ag-
grieved, peacemaker and troublemaker
equally by granting every application for
a license for the exportation of any
arms, ammunition, or implements of
war unless such action would be in vio-
lation of a treaty. Such a provision of
law is no longer consistent with this
country’s commitments and require-
ments. We have committed ourselves
to international cooperation through
the United Nations. If this participa-
tion is to be fully effective this Govern-
ment must have control over traffic in
weapons which will permit us to act in
accordance with our position in the
United Nations and will be adaptable to
changes in the international situation.
Therefore, there must be new legal pro-
visions enabling the eXercise of discre-
tion in the granting or rejecting of ap-
plications for export or import licenses
for arms, ammunition, and implements
of war and related items.
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Weapons and implements of war are
material weights in the balances of
peace or war and we should not be legally
bound to be indiscriminate in how they
are placed in the scales. If war should
ever again become imminent, it would be
intolerable to find ourselves in our pres-
ent position of being bound by our own
legislation to give aid and support to any
power which might later attack us. The
proposed legislation is designed to permit
in normal times of peace control over
traffic in arms or other articles used to
supply, directly or indirectly, a foreign
military establishment, and in times of
international crisis, to permit control
over any article the export of which
would affect the security interests of the
United States.

The exercise of discretion necessarily
requires a revision of the administration
of the controls presently in operation.
The suggested legislation provides for the
exercise of discretion in the types of li-
censes which may be used, and in de-
termining the activities which may be
subject to registration. The new proposal
differs from section 12 inasmuch as it
permits the issuance of various types of
licenses designed to take into account
under what circumstances and in what
quantities the export of the articles cov-
ered by the proposed bill should be sub-
ject to control. The purpose of this pro-
cedure is to permit freedom of trade in
items of a purely commercial nature.

With regard to the registration require-
ments it should be noted that under the
present law anyone engaged in manufac-
turing, exporting, or importing any of the
articles defined as arms, ammunition or
implements of war must register with
the Secretary of State, whether the item
handled by that person is a battleship or
merely a .38-caliber pistol. Under the
new proposal the President upon recom-
mendation of the National Munitions
Control Board may determine when the
manufacture, exportation, or importa-
tion of any designated arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war shall require
registration. This will mean that con-
sideration may be given to the relative
military significance of tha item handled.

Another important change provides
for obtaining fuller information which
will be made available to the Congress
in the reports of the National Munitions
Control Board. With a number of
agencies of this Government actively
concerned with the disposal of arms and
related items, the proposed legislation
will allow for the amalgamation of all
such information into one comprehen-
sive report.

In addition to the foregoing, the pro-
posed legislation differs from section 12
of the Neutrality Act by providing ex-
port controls over two additional cate-
gories; namely, (1) articles especially
designed for or customarily used only in
the manufacture of arms, ammunition,
and implements of war and (2) articles
exported for use, directly or indirectly,
by a foreign military establishment.

With regard to item (1) it is certainly
unsound to endeavor to regulate traffic
in arms and ammunition and permit a
free flow of the special machinery and
tools used in the production of those
arms and ammunition. In the absence
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of such a provision those countries from
whom munitions are withheld would soon
seek and obtain the equipment with
which to supply themselves.

In the interest of world peace articles
supplying a foreign military establish-
ment cannot be left free from Govern-
ment supervision so-far as exports are
concerned. Prior to the last war there
were no provisions for controlling articles
supplying foreign military establish-
ments. This condition must not be al-
lowed to recur. The proposed legisla-
tion ir consistent with the international
trade policies I outlined a short time ago
at Waco, Tex. It is designed to pro-
tect the security interests and to carry
out the foreign policy of the United
States.

There is one other aspect of the sug-
gested legislation which warrants com-
ment. At present there is no provision
for supervising the activities of those
persons who do not manufacture, im-
port, or export arms, ammunition, and
implements of war, but who, as free
-agents, buy or sell these items for export,
or who obtain commissions or fees on
contracts for manufacture or exportation
of such items. These brokers assume
none of the responsibilities of this im-
portant traffic, yet they promote it, often
irresponsibly, and need only concern
themselves with the profits to be found
in the trade. It is scarcely fair to those
who have the responsibility of carrying
on what experience has shown to be a
legitimate business, that such people
should not be subject to regulation.

The international traffic in munitions
and related items is a matter of major
concern to us and to the other nations
of the world. By such legislation as is
now proposed for consideration by the
Congress, the Government would be
given powers essential for the safeguard-
ing of its security interests in this inter-

national trade.
Harry S. TRUMAN,
THE WaHITE HOUSE, April 15, 1947.

[Enclosure: Report to the President
from the National Munitions Conirol
Board transmitting proposed bill.]
UNITED STATES TERRITORIAL EXPAN-

SION MEMORIAL COMMISSION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Resolution 32, Seveniy-
third Congress, the Chair appoints as
members of the United States Territorial
Expansion Memorial Commisison the fol-
lowing Members of the House: Mr. Bar-
RETT, of Wyoming; Mr. BAXEWELL, of
Missouri, and Mr. TrHoMaS, of Texas.

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
ACT, 1947

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resoive itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 3020) to prescribe fair
and equitable rules of conduct to be ob-
served by labor and management in their
relations with one another which affect
commerce, to protect the rights of in-
dividual workers in their relations with
labor organiz-tions whose activities af-
fect commerce, to recognize the para-
mount public interest in labor disputes
affeciing commerce that endanger the
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public health, safety, or welfare, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Commitiee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 3020, with
Mr. Brown of Ohio in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, HART-
LEY] is recognized for 3 hours, and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LESIN-
sk1] will be recognized for 3 hours.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, during the debate on
the rule today, some rather unkind and
unfair references have been made to the
manner in which this bill has been
drafted. This bill was written by the
House Committee on Education and
Labor. Those of us on the majority side
accept full responsibility for what is in
this bill. It was our responsibility in
the first place and I think we have ful-
filled that responsibility.

This committee, as everyoneé present
knows, made the most exhaustive study
and held the most exhausive hearings on
this most complicated matter that have
ever been held by any Committee on
Labor in the history of the Congress of
the United States. After the bill was
prepared it was presented to the entire
committee. It was read line by line and
section by section, and no member of the
commitiee was denied the right to amend
it in any way he saw fit.

I would also like to make one brief re-
sponse to the statement made by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MARCAN-
Ton1o] echoing the statement of the pres-
ident of the CIO and his reference to
fascism. As far as I am personally con-
cerned, I am getting sick and tired of
hearing those who are not Communists
called Fascists. It is too bad that today,
if you do not happen to follow the party
line, if you do not happen to be a Com-
munist, you have to sit and listen to the
charge that if you are not a Communist
you must be a Fascist, per se.

We are ready to defend this bill. 1
am going to, briefly, in a general way,
recite what is in the bill. Following me,
members of the committee will present
in detail all features of the bill.

First, this bill outlaws the closed shop
and monopolistic industry-wide bar-
gaining. Now, I know there are those
who are not quite pleased with the ban
on industry-wide bargaining. I recog-
nize that there undoubtedly will be some
dislocations as a result of that particular
feature, but I want to ask the member-
ship of this House if we are going to be
more concerned about some dislocations
in one branch of industry than we are
with meeting Mr. John L. Lewis face to
face on the 1st of July, and whether we
do not want to save this Nation from
having its entire economy prostrated as
a result of the domination of one man
over the entire coal industry or any other
industry.

Do we want to promote the tragie situ-
ation that this Nation faced last Novem-
ber and December? Or are we going to
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have the courage to meet the issue and
try to settle it as best we can?

I may say to the membership cf this
House that no one claims this bill is
perfect in every particular, and I may
also add ‘hat I hardly believe there is
another Member of the House who likes
the bill in all its particulars. This bill
is an unusual bill, may I say, in that it
is most coniroversial in whole, and it is
controversial in lesser or greater degree
in all its parts; but may I suggest that
any attempt to open this bill up when it
is read under the 5-minute rule or to
emasculate it will do more harm than
good.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at this time?

Mr. HARTLEY. 1 will yield for a brief
question.

Mr. PACE. It would be helpful if the
gentleman would point out the particu-
lar section of this bill which provides
for the closed shop. I have had some
difficulty in reconeiling the different pro-
visions.

Mr. HARTLEY. That is section 8 (a)
3. Other members of the committee will
explain the provisions of the bill in de-
tail; I am merely attempting to cover
the bill in a general way.

This bill also exempts supervisors from
the compulsory features of the National
Labor Relations Act. In other words,
this bill does not bar them from organ-
izing but they cannot obtain the benefits
of the act. It was quite apparent to us
from the evidence we received in the
committee that there was no such thing
as an independent foremen’s union; they
were either identified with or controlled
by :he employee organizations composed
of employees they were supposed to
supervise.

This bill also imposes on both parties
to labor disputes the duty of bargaining,
and likewise it provides that in bargain- -
ing arrangements there must be a secret
ballot by the employees on their em-
ployers® last offer of the settlement of a
dispute. \Why is this important? We
find today, for example, there are over
900 strike notices on file in the United
State Department of Labor. Under the
terms of the Smith-Connally Act there
has been built .up a definite policy that
whenever there is a collective consulta-
tion or conference to be held the mem-
bers of the union automatically arm
their leaders with a strike vote. This
bill provides that that strike vote shall
be taken after the members of the union
know what the employers’ best offer is
and, therefore, be in a better position to
decide whether or not they are satisfied
and whether or not they wish to go out
on strike.

This bill also provides for the removal
of the present National Labor Relations
Board and the substitution of a new
board with different functions than those
now possessed by the present Board.
Every one of us who has studied the ad-
ministration of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act knows that not only has it
failed in many particulars because of its
inherent weakness as a law, but it has
failed in larger degree by the improper
administration by the members of the
Board and their subordinates. The Na-
tional Labor Relations Board has been
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investigator, prosecutor, jury, and judge
all rolled into one. Under the pending
bill we make it a quasi-judicial board
which will pass on investigations and
prosecutions that have been made by a
separate administrator who is provided
for in the bill. We further make it in
order that these decisions shall be made
on a preponderance of the evidence
rather than on the fictitious evidence
that has been permitted in times past
by examiners of the Board.

This bill also protects the existence
of labor organizations which are not
affiliated with one of the national fed-
erations. It prohibits certification by
the Board of labor organizations having
Communist or subversive officers. If any-
one doubts the need of that in the bill
all you have to do is to read the testi-
mony taken by our subcommittee in con-
nection with the Allis-Chalmers strike
in Milwaukee and you will understand
that section of the bill is most in order.

This bill also outlaws the picketing of
a place of business where the proprietor
is not involved in a dispute with his
employes. Mr. Chairman, why is that
provision in order? Our committee has
received and taken evidence all over the
United States showing that in attempts
to organize, yes, even a small grocery
store, where perhaps every member em-
ployed in that grocery store were mem-
bers of the same family, or in cases where
only one or two.employees were em-
ployed, picket lines were placed in front
of the establishment even though there
was no wage dispute involved at all.

We had a notable case of that in
Oakland, Calif.,, where a paint manu-
facturer, a father and son corporation,
employing only three persons, was ap-
proached by an organizer to organize the
men in his establishment. He agreed to
permit them to be organized and after
they failed the organizer came to him
and in spite of the fact that not one
signed up demanded that the proprietor
sign a closed-shop contract. This he de-
clined to do. As a result g picket line
was placed in front of his place of busi-
ness. Now, this was a place of business
employing only three persons. The
picket line in this instance was not suc-
cessful. What happened? The mem-
bers of the paint-makers organization
joined forces with the teamsters local
and the teamsters refused to pick up or
deliver any products of the paint maker.
As a result he was forced to close his
doors.

This bill also provides for unlawful
concerted activities and it gives those
persons injured thereby the right to sue
civilly any person respcnsible therefor.

_Why is that provision important in this
bill? Let me cite cases of damages that
have occurred by the hundreds, cases in
California in particular, for instance, the
case where milk by the thousands of gal-
lons had to be poured down sewers or fed
to hogs or destroyed because those
teamsters called it “hot milk” and re-
fused to handle it. In one instance their
embargo, their refusal to handle this so-
called hot milk, went to the ridiculous
extreme of refusal to handle the milk be-
cause it came from cows that had been
fed feed that had been delivered to the
farm by a nonunion truck.
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Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. Was it not delivered by
the farmer’s own truck?

Mr. HARTLEY. It was delivered by
the farmer’s own truck. I am glad the
gentleman referred to that.

We had a case where a lady who ran
a turkey farm and was supporting an in-
valid hushand, raised a certain number
of turkeys every year. When it came
time for them to be fattened and sent
to the market she would call in her neigh-
bors and for a nominal sum they would
pluck the turkeys. They went to market
but there could not be handled. Why?
Because they had not been plucked by a
union turkey plucker. Do you know how
they finally met the situation? Finally
they were permitted to be handled when
a union turkey stamper stamped the birds
one at a time and got something like 30
cents apiece for doing it. In the mean-
time this lady lost some $3,000 that year
in her efforts to provide an income for
herself and her family.

This bill provides that where such a
condition exists a person who suffers
damages may recover in the courts.

This bill also creates a new and in-
dependent conciliation agency. It re-
moves the exemption of labor organiza-
tions from the antitrust laws when such
organizations, acting either alone or in
collusion with employers, engage in un-
lawful restraints of trade. It guarantees
to employees and employers, and their
respective representatives, the full exer-
cise of the right of free speech. It pro-
vides a means of stopping strikes which
iinperil or threaten to imperil the pub-
lic health, safety, or interest, and in
that respect it provides that when the
President finds that the public health or
safety is threatened, that he shall au-
thorize the Attorney General to seek an
injunction in the courts, and if the courfs
so find that the public health or safety
is imperiled, that the injunction shall
be issued. Thereupon there follows a
period of mediation if any agreement is
reached, and if no settlement has been
obtained that there shall be a following
period of arbitration.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey has expired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself five additional minutes.

This bill also outlaws mass picketing
and other forms of violence designed to
prevent individuals from entering or
leaving a place of business, and if you
need any good reason for voting for that
provision of the bill, all you have to do
is to read the testimony of the Allis-
Chalmers strike, of the mass picketing

there, where there was bloodshed and -

violence. Also the mass picketing out
in Hollywood, which has gone on inter-
mittently for a period of over 2 years
over a jurisdictional strike, where once
again heads have been bashed in, bones
broken, and all that sort of thing; and
all you have to do to see what takes place
is to see the press pictures of the demon-
strations in the present telephone strike.
Now, I would like to ask anyone of you
here present, how you would like to at-
tempt to go to work through a mass
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picket line such as I have exhibited by
picture here in my hand. This provi-
sion barring mass picketing by the use
of force and violence in the conduct of
a strike is based on this premise: We
do not want to interfere with the legi-
timate right to strike, but the commit-
tee holds that there is an equally funda-
mental right, and that is that ‘any per-
son has the right to go to work if he
wants to work, and that he have that
right free from any molestation on the
part of anyone, be it a union or any-
one else.

It makes labor organizations equally
responsible with employers for contract
violations and provides for suit by either
against the other in the United States
district courts.

It outlaws sympathy strikes, jurisdic-
tional strikes, illegal boycotts, collusive
strikes by employees of competing em-
ployers, as well as sit-down strikes,
featherbedding, and other concerted in-
terferences conducted by remaining on
employer’s premises. I want to say just
a word about jurisdiction strikes. I
heard the gentlemen on the other side
of the aisle a little while ago refer to
the high cost of living and the high cost
of building. Now I want to give you a
little reason why it is so hard to build
a home today and why these costs are
so high, and I want to call your atten-
tion to what is going on right now in my
own State of New Jersey.

Up in New Jersey right at the present
time there is between $45,000,000 and
$50,000,000 worth of public housing at a
total standstill not because of any ques-
tion of hours and wages but simply be-
cause the carpenters say, “We want to
carry the lumber from the trucks to the
job,” and the laborers say, “No, we want
to carry it.” As a result, nobody works,
and that $45,000,000 to $50,000,000 worth
of heavy construction is held up.

Are we acting against the interest of
these individual carpenters and these in-
dividual laborers in providing an end to
jurisdictional strikes? I say no, and I
will tell you why I say no. I have had
letters by the hundreds from carpenters
and from laborers in the State of New
Jersey who have said they want to go
back to work. Both carpenters and
laborers are satisfied to get back to work.
But why is it they cannot? It is be-
cause Mr. Hutcheson, the head of the
carpenters, and Mr. Moreschi, the head
of the laborers here in Washington, have
refused to get together and settle this
jurisdictional dispute. They could do it
overnight if they had the will to.

Mr. Green appeared before our com-
mittee and he pleaded as I have heard
no one else plead. He said, “Do not in-
terfere with the house of labor.” Let
me say to you that the house of labor
is sick and is refusing to take any medi-
cine itself. We believe that this House
has to give it some medicine that will
cure it of its own ills and restore the
right to go back to work, that the rank
and file of the labor movement really
want.

It is not only heavy construction that
is being held up in New Jersey today, it
is the Federal Government’s own build-
ing program to provide homes for return-
ing veterans that is being held up be-
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cause those projects, too, are at a stand-
still as the result of these jurisdictional
strikes.

I want to point out something else.
Representatives of three segments of the
Jumber industry appeared before our
committee, the fir, the redwood, and an-
other branch, and they pointed out that
as a result of work stoppages, not con-
cerning wages or hours but concerning
jurisdictional strikes, closed-shop issues,
and things of that kind, the production
of sudfficient lumber to build 210,000
6-room homes was lost. That is the rea-
son fer the high cost of building. If is
not the high cost of building, it is the
high cost of strikes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genileman from New Jersey has again
expired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself five additional minutes.

‘This provision of the bill is also going
to give us an opportunity to stop Mr. J. C,
Petrillo from keeping American school
children from going on the air. It is
going to stop him from firing out of his
union a man like Dr. Maddy, who was
head of the Interlochen School, in Mich-
igan, and who put on programs and
t{rained youngsters throughout this Na-
tion at their camp every year. It is go-
ing to meet face to face those high-hand-
ed dictatorial methods.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man {rom California.

Mr. HINSHAW. The Idlewild Air-
port, a $90,000,000 project in New York,
has been stopped from completion for a
yvear because the telephone workers and
the electrical workers are in a jurisdic-
tional fight to determine which one shall
do about 24 hours' worth of work in pull-
ing a cable 1 mile.

Mr. HARTLEY. Exactly, and the in-
stance the gentleman cites can be re-
peated ad infinitum all over this Nation.

In the year 1215, at Runnymede, King
John delivered the Magna Carta, sur-
rendering to the British barons sovereign
power. In 1790, the Constitution of the
United States gave to the common people
of our country their Bill of Rights.

In 1935, the New Deal brought forth
the National Labor Relations Act, rightly
called another Magna Carta, and by it
surrendered to the labor barons sovereign
powers over the working inan and woman
of the United States. This year, this
Congress gives to these working men and
women their bill of rights.

And whom do we hear complaining of
our purpose? The man at work? His
family? His friends? No. We hear the
labor barons, gathered in this city today
more than 250 strong to fight this bill,
the worker’s bill of rights, with every
weapon at their command.

Now let us see what is in this bill of
rights. Let us see if it oppresses the
workingman, or if it liberates him and
gives him a voice, free of fear, in the af-
fairs of a union that has over him the
power that the National Labor Relations
Act gives to his exclusive bargaining
agent. This bill guarantees to him:

First. The right to join with the fellow
workers to select a collective-bargaining
agent of their own choosing, that is to
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say, one that is not forced upon them—
sections 7 (a), 8 (a) (1), 8 (a) (3),8 (b)
(1), (9) (e) (2,9« (2,9 (D @, 9
) (5.

Second. It gives him: The right to get
a job without joining any union—sections
8 (a) (3), 8 (d) (4).

Third. The right to vote by secret bal-
lot in a fair and free election on whether
his employer and a union can make him
join the union to keep his job—sections
8 (d) (4),9 (g).

Fourth. The right to require the union
that is his bargaining agent to represent
him without discriminating against him
in any way or for any reason, even if he
is not & member of the union—section 8
() (2).

Fifth. The right with his fellow em-
ployees to make demands of their own,
and to bargain about them through the
leaders of their own local union, without
dictation by national and international
officers and representatives, and without
regard to the demands of other employees
upon other employers—section 9 () (1).

Sixtl. The right to keep on working
and getting his pay without sympathy
strikes, jurisdictional disputes, illegal
boycotts, and other disputes that do not
involve him and his union or his em-
ployer—section 12 (a) (3) (a).

Seventh. The right to know what he
is striking about before he is called out
on strike, and to volte by secret ballot in
a free and fair election on whether to
strike or not aiter he has been told what
his employer has offered him—section 2
(11).

Eighth. The right to express his opin-
ion concerning union policies, union of-
ficers and candidates for union office, and
to make and file charges against his em-
ployer, the union, or the union officers
without suffering any penalty or dis-
crimination—sections 8 (a) (4), 8 (¢)
(B).

Ninth. The right to vote by secret bal-
lot without fear in free and fair elections
on any matter of union policy—how
much dues he shall pay, what assess-
ments the union can make him pay,
what the union can spend the money
for—section 8 (c) (8).

Tenth, The right to vote by secret
ballot in free and fair elections for his
own choice of union officers—section 8
(c) (8).

Eleventh. The right to know how much
money his union has, how much it pays
its officers, and how much of the union’s
money the officers use for their ex-
penses—section 8 (¢) (10), 303,

Twelfth. The right to refuse to pay the
union for any kind of insurance that he
does not want—section 8 (c) (3).

Thirteenth. The right to receive his
pay in his pay envelope, without the em-
ployer and the union spending it for him,
checking it off for union dues or for other
purposes—section 8 (a) (2) (C),

Fourteenth. The right to stay a mem-~
ber of a union, without being suspended
or expelled, except for, first, not paying
dues; second, disclosing confidential in-
formation of the union; third, viclating
the union’s contract; fourth, being a
Communist or fellow traveler; fifth, be-
ing convicted of a felony; sixth, engaging
in disreputable conduct that reflects on
the union—section 8 (c) (6).
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Fifteenth. The right to be free of
threats to his family for doing things in
connection with union matters that an
employer or & union does not like—sec-
tion 8 (a) (1), 8 (b) (1), 12 (a) (1).

Sixteenth. The right to settle his own
gx?eva.nces with his employer—section

a).

Seventeenth. The right without fear of
reprisal, to support any candidate for
public office that he chooses and to de-
cide for himself whether or not his money
will be spent for political purposes—sec-
tion 8 (c) (5).

Eighteenth. The right to go to and
from his work without being threatened
or molested—section 12 a) (1).

Nineteenth. The right of a union free
of Communist domination and control,
and one that is devoted to honest trade
unionism and not class warfare and tur-
moil—section 9 (f) (6).

Twentieth. Every right to strike for any
legitimate object that he has had under
our laws since labor has had the right
to strike.

Twenty-first. And, finally, the right to
have a fair hearing, before an impartial
board, without cost to himself, whenever
he believes that any employer or any
union is depriving him of these rights—
section 10.

Besides all these rights, the bill pre-
serves every essential right that the La-
bor Act in its present form guarantees
to working people.

Now, is this oppressive? Is it puni-
tive? TIs it unfair? It is oppressive, if
you wish to call it that, only to those
union leaders who wish to exploit and
degrade the people they represent, who
wish to deprive them of a voice in mat-
ters that vitally concern them, to deprive
them of free and fair elections within
the union, and to control their political
as well as their economic lives. Public
opinion polls show that the overwhelm-
ing majority of the union members them-
selves approve reforms that we propose.

We are trying to make this labor bill
a two-way proposition, we are frying to

-write equity into the law, to make the
relationship between labor and manage=
ment equitable, to place them on an
equal basis. We are trying in this bill
to reverse the trend that has been going
on for some time, that is, to build up
such terrible prejudices between manage-
ment and labor. We are trying to stop
this philosophy that the only way you
can build up labor is to tear down man-
agement. We are trying to follow the
philosophy of Abraham Lincoln on this
particular subject when he said:

Property 1s the frult of labor. It is de=
sirable. It is a positive good in the world,
That some may be rich shows that others
may become rich and, hence, is just en-
couragement for industry and enterprise.
Let not him who is houseless pull down the
house of another, but rather let him work
diligently and build one for himself, thus
assuring that his own will be safe from
violence when built.

That is the philosophy that permeates
this bill.

In conclusion, may 1 say that there
was a time when we increased wages and
we reduced prices. Why were we able to
do that? Because when we increased
wages, we increased the productivity of
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the average workman. But, later on, the
philosophy changed, and it became the
philosophy of “get as much as you can
for doing as little as you can.”

The gentleman from Pennsylvania-.

[Mr. Gross] has a constituent who, in my
opinion, has given us a new philosophy
which everyone of us, whether we be in
the labor movement, in management, or
in the Halls of Congress, might well fol-
low. I would like to leave it with you
in eclosing. The philosophy which his
constituent expresses is this: “To get
more for the dollar you spend, give more
for the dollar you earn.” If we would
all do that, I think the whole country
would be better off, and we would be on
our way toward real progress.

Mr. LESINSEI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 24 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, after a careful study
of H. R. 3020, it is my firm conviction
that if the Congress should pass this
bill it would take us back to the Dark
Ages with respect to labor-management
reletions. Perhaps that is what it is
meant to do—to take us back to the Dark
Ages—back to the days of Republican
normaley. I can think of no better way
to create the greatest degree of indus-
trial sirife this Nation has ever known
than to enact this bill into law.

During the 170 years of this Nation’s
history, we have been made over from
a nation of farmers and country dwellers
into a nation three-fourths of whose
people live in cities and work in indus-
try. During the course of that 170 years,
there have been many far-reaching, even
fantastic, developments in industry. The
employer of yesteryears who worked side
by side with his hired man and served
‘as a friendly counselor to his worker
and his family is all but nonexistent to-
day as far as the great mass of workers
is concerned. The vast majority of
workers today are machine tenders who
do not know what the boss man or the
chairman of the board of directors looks
like.

During the 170 years we have come
to recognize certain developnients in in-
dustry as the labor movement. There
have been troublesome times for both
management and labor, but by and large
it has been a struggle for recognition
on the part of the wage earner and his
family. This is pointed up in a 1943 re-
port by the chairman of the New York
State Joint Legislative Committee on in-
dustrial and labor conditions entitled
“The American Story of Industrial and
Labor Relations.” The chairman of that
committee was Irving M. Ives, now the
junior Senator from the State of New
York. On page 101 of that report there
appears this paragraph:

When the labor movement was growing
rapidly at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, many employers tried to prevent unions
from being organized In their plants.

Then the report relates how some em-
ployers forced their workers to sign
yellow-dog contracts, which, as you
know, were agreements not to join or
support a union while they worked for
those employers. It describes another
method used by some employers to fight
the unions of that period, by blacklist-
ing, which consisted simply of circulat-
ing among other employers the names
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of union members or those who were
suspected of being union members. This
particular scheme worked to the detri-
ment of the unions because there were
more workers than there were jobs, and
it was risky to be affiliated with a labor
union.

That was toward the close of the nine-
teenth century. Now during the present
century our economy has grown by leaps
and bounds, our industrial development
has outstripped the dreams of the wild-
est visionary, until today our industrial
know-how is unsurpassed the world over.
Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, our know-
how in labor-management relations has
not kept pace with our technological
development.

Because our economy has expanded so
rapidly and because practices, customs,
and methods have changed so drastically
in our huge industrial machine in such
a short time, serious and often ugly
labor-management problems have con-
fronted us; some of those problems we
have solved effectively in fairness to both
management and labor; unfortunately,
some of the problems still remain. But,
Mr. Speaker, the fact that there are re-
maining problems to be settled is no rea-
son for going back to the Dark Ages or
back to the days of Republican normalcey.
And that is what I think this bill would
do. I want to read an interesting sen-
tence from a document which is probably
familiar to a large part of this body. I
refer to a little opus entitled “Textbook,
Republican National Committee, 1940.”
On page 28 of that literary effort, under
the title of Labor Relations, this is the
leading paragraph:

The Republican Party has always protected
the American worker.

Now as I rcad an item in section 8 of
House bill 3020, it would virtually nullify
the check-off system under which em-
ployers automatically deduct union dues
from employees' pay. This, gentlemen,
is defined as an unfair practice on the
part of the employers. And I suppose
that is done in all faith with respect to
the statement in the 1940 textbook:

The Republican Party has always protected
the American worker.

Now as I read another item in section
8 of the bill, it would outlaw employer
contributions to any funds over which a
union had any control at all, including
those jointly administered by the union
and the employer. Such a contribution
by the employer would be an unfair labor
practice. If, however, an employer
should want to establish a fund over
which the union would have no control,
he could do so. With respect to negotia-
tions dealing with a contract, however,
another section of this bill would bar the
union from demanding a welfare fund,
In other words, the employer could dole
it out as a charity if he agreed with the
Republican slogan that the Republican
Party has always been a friend of the
worker,

Now, Mr. Chairman, I should like to
quote from another interesting Ilittle
decument entitled “A Program for a
Dynamic America—a Statement of Re-
publican Principles.” This document is
a report of the Republican program com-
mittee submitted to the Republican Na-
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tional Committee on February 16, 1940,
and I quote from page 42 of that docu-
ment:

A free labor movement is important to the
maintenance of representative self-govern-
ment. Labor unions, like farmers' coopera-
tives and other agencies of organized self-
help, are among the drill grounds of de-
mocracy.

Now, I am sure that we all agree that
that is beautiful. It is what is known
as fine writing. But to continue:

Their processes, when they are kept demo-
cratic, give to workers who participate in
them valuable training for their wider role
- citizens In community, State, and Nation.
Every inroad that Government makes upon
a free labor movement involves a loss to
democracy.

That was from page 42 of a report from
the Republican program commitfee in
February 1940. Now, here is something
from a Republican-inspired work of
April 10, 1847, known as House bill 3020.
As I read section 9 in connection with
section 12, which outlaws monopolistic
strikes, Mr. Chairman, section 9 would,
among other things, operate as an out-
right ban on industry-wide bargaining.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask my
Republican colleagues if that is what the
1940 report of the Republican program
committee meant by the statement that
every inroad that Government makes
upon a free labor movement involves a
loss to democracy; or, I might ask, in
the same vein, do their proposed defini-
tions of illegal boycotts or sympathetic
strikes fit the 1940 statement of the pro-
gram committee?

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to read
from another literary effort of the Re-
publicans. This is taken from the Re-
publican Party platform of 1944. The
first sentence under the subdivision labor
reads as follows:

The Republican Party is the historical
champion of free labor.

That was in 1944, Today, the Repub-
lican Party is sponsoring a bill which
would limit labor's activities to those
which have not been defined by the Re-
publicans as unfair practices, a bill which
would require labor unions to make an-
nual reports of their finances but which
would make no such requirement of man-
ufacturers’ associations.

Reading further in the Republican
platform of 1944, Mr. Chairman, I have
found this:

We pledge an end to political trickery in
the administration of labor laws and the
handling of labor disputes, and equal bene-
fits on the basis of equality to all labor in the
administration of labor controls and laws,
regardless of political affiliation,

Is that what the Republicans mean
when in this bill they would provide for
amendments to the Clayton Act of 1914,
the effect of which would be to subject
to antitrust prosecution any combina-
tion or conspiracy in restraint of com-
merce. As you know, it was the purpose

"of the Clayton Act of 1914 to bar appli-

cation of the Sherman antitrust law to
labor unions. Now this bill would take
us back to 1914, Perhaps in future labor
legislation the Republican Party, with all
of its fine promises to labor, will try to
take us back to the yellow-dog contract,
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to the good old days of blacklisting—to
the Dark Ages—back to the days of Re-
publican normalcy.

. Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to
offend my Republican friends, but I think
that it would be pertinent here in my
recital of the traditional attitude of the
Republican Party toward the labor move-
ment to ask their indulgence for a ques-
tion. It is a question of their own mak-
ing and so perhaps they will not mind
if I put it to them. It is simply: Have
you had enough? But, Mr. Chairman,
I must hurry on with another peoint or
two.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I should like to
read from another piece of Republican
literature. ‘This is a document issued by
the Republican National Committee and
entitled “The Republican Administra-
tion—Its Tasks and Responsibilities.”
Although it is undated, I assume that it
was issued along about 1931 because of
this concluding statement in its fore-
word:

There are no 10 years of American history
marked by such magnificent progress, both
social end economic, as has been witnessed
pince 1921. The same courage, the same
sense of responsibility, the same solicitude
for the welfare of our people, have been
shown by each succeeding administration.

Then on pages 28 and 29 there are
these two paragraphs under the title of
“Labor”:

Aid to labor has been furnished in a great
number of directions. Wages have been very
generally maintained in the face of the busi-
ness depression, through agreements between
industrial leaders and the President; the
maximum number of employees in industry
have been given work on part-time basis.
Through the medium of the Federal Employ-
ment Service and its cooperating offices,
1,408,131 individuals have cbtained employ-
ment since January 1, 1930. Wage earners
were further protected by an executive order
largely curtailing the immigration of foreign
workers, which in 5 months resulted in a de-
nial nof 96883 immigration visas, and re-
duced nonguota visas from Canada and
Mexico from 60,000 to less than 5,000. By
action of the Department of Labor, about
20,000 aliens illegally within the United
States have been deported. Noteworthy,
too, a requirement was made thet contrac-
ors for public buildings pay the prevailing
local wage scale where such buildings were
erected.

The Federal appropriation of §1,000,000 for
the rehabilitation of persons disabled in in-
dustry was continued for another 8 years.

That was the Republican labor record,
according to their own statement during
that 10 years of magnificent progress.
If their determination to pass this bill is
an indication of their labor record for
the future, we apparently may expect
more Republican activity with regard to
the worker in the present Congress than
there was in the 10-year period of Re-
publican administration in the twenties.
But, unfortunately, judging by the atti-
tude of the Lepublicans thus far in the
Eightieth Congress, the added interest in
labor matters is not going to redound to
the benefit of the American wage earner.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSEI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACE. The gentleman is
making a very excellent statement.
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There have been a lot of rumors around
about numerous secret meetings by
representatives of outside groups, such
as the National Association of Manu-
facturers and certain other representa-
tives, down here, conferring with mem-
bers of the committee in connection with
the drafting of this bill. I think those
rumors should either be confirmed or
dissipated in the interest of the Members
of Congress because, if that is so, it is
the most vicious lobby 1 have seen in my
19 years as a Member of Congress. The
genileman is the ranking Democratic
member of the commitiee. Has he any
information about representatives of
certain interests in this country being
down here and helping draft this bill or
imposing their personalities in connec-
tion with the drafting of this distinctive-
ly antilabor bill?

Mr. HARTLEY, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSKIL 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. HARTLEY. I think in view of the
insinuation that bas been made, as
chairman of the committee I should be
permiited to answer.

Mr. LESINSKI. I will let the gentle-
man answer.

Mr. HARTLEY. I say that as far as
the chairman of the committee is con-
cerned, there have been no more visits
to the committee by representatives of
industry and farm groups than there
have been by representatives of labor
groups. And, I will add that the chair-
man is having dificuliy in getting cer-
tain leaders of the labor movement to
visit with the committee and only yester-
day had to serve a subpena upon Mr,
Petrillo to meet with us.

Mr. LESINSKI. I will answer the
gentleman from Massachusetis. The
minority had no hand in shaping
or writing this bill. This bill was pre-
sented to us on Thursday morning, and
we met Thursday afternoon, and we also
sat Friday afternoon until the reading of
the bill was completed and amendments
made, and we only met Saturday for the
purpese of passing the bill, and we had
Saturday night to file our minority re-
port. That is all I can answer on that.

Mr. McCORMACK. There have been
a Jot of rumors going around, and it is
only fair that they should either be
repudiated or confirmed. There have
been a lot of rumors around. Has the
gentleman any knowledge of thai?

Mr. LESINSKI. I realizz that there
have been rumors. I do not have any
knowledge. I have not attended any
meetings. We were not called in and 1
do not know what happened until the
bill came before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genileman from Michigan has again
expired

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself five additional minutes.

Mr. HOFFMAN., Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Hoffman, you are
going to have time on your side. The
time is equally divided, and I must give
time to my men. Y¥Your chairman will
allot you time.

Mr. HOFFMAN. I just wanted to ask
a question,
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Mr. LESINSKI. Well, you can ask that
on your side.

To return to more recent times, Mr,
Chairman, I want to read a hit more from
the Republican plaiform of 1944:

The Department of Labor has been emas-
culated by the New Deal. * ** ¢ All gov-
ernmental labor activities must be placed
under the direct asuthority and responsibility
of the Secretary of Labor.

I thoroughly agree with that statement,
Mr. Chairman, and that is why I am vio-
lenily opposed to title III of this bill
which would take fhe Conciliation Serv-
ice out of the Depariment of Labar. Of
course, Mr. President, the statement
which I read to the effect that all labor
activities must be placed under the direct:
authority of the Department of Labor,
was made in 1944, This is 1847 and the
Republicans have had encugh of their
promises. They are in the saddle now
and they have had enough of fair labor
practices. They mean to legislate away
the standards we have built up and,
though I hope this Congress will come to
its senses before if passes such vicious
legislation, if it does pass, I predict that
the labor strife of the last year will look
like a Sunday school picnic in comparison
with the labor strife that will be engen-
gfenred by this thoughtless, discriminatory

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HoFFMaN].

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr, Chairman, if
I heard aright, the last statement of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Lesinsxi]l was to the effect that if we
passed labor legisiation we would have
more strikes. Some labor leaders have
been threatening the Congress with a
Nation-wide strike for some time. If it
takes a labor bill and strikes to settle
the issue as to whether the national wel-
fare or the special privileges granted to
minority groups comes first, which is
the question which has been bothering
the country for the last 10 years, the
sooner we_get the strikes, if they are
inevitable must come, and have
them over with, the betier; at least, that
is my opinion. If a tooth must be filled
or pulled, if I must be operated upon,
I have always followed the practice of
getting it over with instead of thinking
and talking about it.

The gentleman complains about the
way the bill was writien. He may be
correct in his statement as to when he
first saw the present bill, but for the last
8 years, for 8 long years, while the
gentleman’s party had absclute control
of every branch of the Government,
many of the provisions of this legisla-
tion were pending before the labor com-
mittee, of which the genileman was a
member, and the committee buried it.
I know about that. I iniroduced it. I
was on the committee. It comes with
rather bad grace for the gentleman to
coimplain now.

As for the Republican Party, its nlat-
form, and its broken promises, I sug-
gest the gentleman read the platform
on which President Roosevelt was first
elecied. There was a good platform so
far as promises were concerned. But if
there was any promise in that platform
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that the gentleman's party did not
break the first year it was in power, I
would like to know what it was.

Why were labor unions given special
protection? Why have we labor unions
today? We have labor unions because,
when mass production industry came to
this country with its automatic machines
and its miles of assembly lines, the man
who worked in a factory became auto-
matically almost a part of the machinery.
He lost his individuality. He came close
to being an ox in a yoke. The corpora-
tions grew to be all-powerful, and the in-
dividual worker was unable to cope with
management.

So the Congress of the United States
in 1934, ever mindful of its duty, ever
sympathetic to those you might term the
weak, the underprivileged, the unpro-
tected, enacted the Labor Relations Act,
commonly known as the Wagner Act.
The Congress made that law unegual,
unfair, and lopsided. It imposed liabili-
ties, responsibilities, and penalties upon
employers. It granted special privileges
to labor unions and labor leaders without
imposing any responsibility, without im-
posing any penalties upon them. The
Congress did that deliberately because
the laboring man, the workers in the
factories, were unable to bargain on an
equal basis with industry. So we made
the law, as I said, lopsided, unjust, and
unfair had the parties been on egual
footing, but the parties did not have
equal bargaining power. It was some-
thing like the teeter board we used to
play on when we were children. The
little kid, the lightweight, got the long
end of the board, the big kid the short
end, so it would go up and down, so the
teeter board would work. So we gave
the workingman the big end of the deal.
The short end to the employer. But
times and conditions have changed and
the unions are now strong and power-
ful—the employer—especially the one
who gives-a few jobs, is weak. So the
teeter bvard—the law—must be shifted
to give equal leverage to each.

Unfortunately, as so often happens
when a law is unfair, the unions pros-
pered unduly under that law. They
took in millions of new members. They
collected millions upon millions of dol-
lars. Just a Iittle while ago, two years
ago, at a convention in New Jersey, the
teamsters, Dan Tobin’s union, boasted
that it had $4.000,000 in cash, that it had
$5,000,000 in bonds. It also authorized
its executive board, or rather, its presi-
dent, Dan Tobin, to spend any part of the
$4,000,000 in cash to defeat Congressmen.
It forgot the labor field and the employee
and dropped over into polities. And
some unions and the PAC did their dirti-
est to intimidate and coerce Congress
and individual Members of Congress.

As co often happens when you have
millions of dollars all hung up in plain
sight ready to be spent, and you have a
loosely knit organization, the profiteers
are waiting, in this instance the racket-
eers and the gangsters who had been in
the prohibition game—recall?—making
millions of dollars, slipped over into the
unions. Was it the fault of the average
union man? Oh, no. He was busy work-
ing. When his job was over in the day-
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time, he went home to be with his family,
perhaps to work in the garden, perhaps
to visit with his wife and children, per-
haps to go on g little outing with them.
Perhaps to study to make himself a bet-
ter worker—a better citizen. He was not
looking after union politics. But the
gangster and the union politician and
the racketeer, they were all johnny-on-
the-spot. They infiltrated into the un-
ion organizations. Throughout this
country extortion and racketeering un-
der their guidance grew up until today
there is not a community in the country
that is not affected by the unlawful ac-
tivities of those men; there is not an in-
dividual. The farmer? The farmer to-
day cannot haul his produce to market
without paying, if you want to use the
polite term, a tax to the union to use as it
wants to. He pays if he uses the public
highway.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Lesinskr]l—from Detroit, if I may sug-
gest—does not get a single pound of food
that does not have the teamsters’ tax on
it. He complains of the high cost of liv-
ing and the taxes and all. Oh, the team-
sters’ union taxes him. The President
talks about the high cost of living. He
says nothing about the exorbitant sums
collected by union racketeers which are
reflected in the prices the worker and
all others must pay.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Lesinskil is in the contracting busi-
ness. He cannot buy a foot of lumber;
he cannot buy a keg of nails; he cannot
buy a single brick to carry on his busi-
ness, without paying a tax to the team-
sters’ union and to a half dozen other
unions which have a part in production
of each item.

I wonder how he likes it. Why com-~
plain about the high cost of living?
Why complain about the Republican
Party when for 14 years his party has
had absolute control, has encouraged
rather than frowned upon those condi-
tions which all now admit are out-
rageous?

In Detroit there are small corner gro-
cery stores, the papa-and-mama stores,
as they call them, where papa and mama
are running the store and doing all the
labor themselves, trying to carry on and
make a livelihood and a few additional
dollars so they can educate and clothe
their children and perchance give them
a little stake when they want to build
a home of their own. Around comes Mr.
Hoifa, of Detroit, head of that union
which permits him to practice extortion,
and he says: “Papa and mama, even
though you are employers, even though
you never have hired a man, you are
employees even though no one hires you,
no one pays you, and you must come
across to Hoffa's teamsters’ union.”
Under the law only employees can be
members of a union. But the teamsters’
union and other unions say to papa and
mama, “Join up, pay up, or else.”

You cannot do business in Detroit and
8 hundred cities today unless you meet
the demands of some union. Talk about
the need of Izbor legislation throughout
this country? I say, those unions, not
the unions that the Wagner law antici-
pated, but the unions that the gangsters
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and racketeers and extortionists have
given labor—the kind of unions con-
trolled by these men who are levying
a tax upon the farmer, upon the busi-
nessman, and upon the litile man who
wants to run a store, they must be made
to know that extortion is a crime, the
United States Supreme Court to the con-
trary notwithstanding. All throughout
the country, store after store had to pay
the teamsters’ union in order to get goods
from the warehouses. And the clerks
had to join.

And the union man? What of him?
Time and again the union man has been
fired from the union because he did not
go along with the men who were in con-
trol of his union. There are cases in the
books, decisions of the National Labor
Relations Board, decisions by the courts,
where the courts have had to come to the
rescue of the man that this law, the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, was designed
to protect, where they had to come to his
rescue to protect him from the union it-
self when he ventured to express an
opinion and some crook in union office
made it hot for the real worker. I say
nothing of the N. L. R. A. which denied,
as did that act, the employer the right to
free speech. I am talking now ahout
the union man who was denied free
speech and a job—who could not go to
his job because of the closed shop situa-
tion, and in many other instances where
the union boss wanted to impose his will
and coerce the union members who did
not agree with him. Some man in the
union spoke up. Immediately he was
fired and it took a decision of the United
States Court of Appeals to get his job
back for him. To restore to the union
member his right of free speech.

Talk about this bill being an anti-lahor
bill? Why, this bill is a bill to protect
the union man himself. It is the work=
ingman’s Bill of Rights. For the first
time since labor legislation has been writ-
ten, you have here a bill which in its
title—in its title expresses concern for
the publie, for the non-union employee,
for the employee who is a union man, for
the union, and the only one who is con-
demned 1n this bill is the racketeer, the
exiortionist, the man who is hiding be-
hind the cloak of unionism, masqusrad-
ing as a union official, but who is, after
all, nothing but a crook ecarrying on a
crook’s business and living upon legiti-
mate business, oppressing the poor, on-
pressing those who must work, and doing
it by assuming the title, the role of
masauerading as a union official.

Those men were crooks—they are
crooks—they always will be crooks, be-
cause their business is crocked, and if
they were deacons in a church they would
still be crocked. This bill is designed to
get them tfo give to the real workers—to
the union man the protection he needs—
to give to the public the protection to
which it is entitled.

Mr., LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. NorTON].

Mrs. NORTON. Mr, Chairman, it is
always very amusing to listen to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFmaN],
and I am sure that we have all, for the
twenty-sixth time, enjoyed his remarks
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on the same subject. However, as far
as I was able to interpret the gentle-
man's remarks, he really did not give us
much information on the bill. How-
ever, perhaps that may come later. We
should probably hear from him again—
often and long.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
H. R. 3020 and in support of the minor-
ity report. I know the members of the
committee will discuss the over-all fea-
tures of the bill. Therefore, I will con-
fine my remarks fo just a few parts of
the bill, particularly the part which has
to do with the Conciliation Service.
Changing the name of the Conciliation
Service—a Service that has held the re-
spect of labor and management during
its 34 years of service—seems to me just
another one of the “sleight of hand”
performances you have been indulging
in throughout the entire consideration
of this hill. My information is that
changing the name of the Service will
not improve the method of handling la-
bor disputes. In fact, it will have the op-
posite effect because, as I have said, the
people of the country have knowledge
and respect for the 34-year-old Concilia-
tion Service. It has not been perfect, but
by the same token neither has Congress,
nor has any other service which must
depend upon human behavior but when
its long record of useful servic. is com-
pared with its very few mistakes, the
seales tip very decidedly in favor of its
useful service. We know that in the
final analysis conciliation rests upon vol-
untary cooperation. The only thing ap-
parently new in creating the Office of
Conciliation is that it separates the Con-
ciliation Service from the Department of
Labor. Isthatwhat you want to do, and,
if so, why? It seems to me a completely
stupid thing to do. Everybody knows
that under our system of government, the
people, the Congress, and the President
look to the Secretary of Labor as the
cabinet officer in charge of labor rela-
tions problems to maintain industrial
peace. If you divest the Secretary of La-
bor of the conciliation function, how can
he properly exercise his duty to main-
tain industrial peace? It is just an im-
possible situation.

This is not a labor bill, It should be
called an anti-Democratic bill. It is a
monstrosity—the objective of which is
plain. The destruction of labor unions
in America.

Of course, I realize how difficult it
must be for the Labor Committee to
bring in a fair and reasonable bill for
consideration. Unfortunately, there are
few members on the committee who have
had much experience in dealing with
labor problems and the new members
probably do not realize the great serv-
- ice rendered by labor during the war
years, when not only our own country
but our allies looked to labor to save
the world by supplying the implements
of war. There were differences of opin-
ion and strikes, to be sure, but no fair-
minded human being will deny that upon
the backs of labor rested a very great
responsibility and it came through, with
flying colors supplying the Army and
Navy with the implements necessary to
win our glorious victory. Too many peo-
ple forget the great service labor ren-
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dered, and, unfortunately, remember only
the strikes, many of which were justified.
They forget too that industry got “its
pound of flesh” and if you do not be-
lieve this, I will just refer you to the in-
dustry reports of the past several years.
Industry took no chances with their “cost
plus” and the “plus” was plenty.

Just now it is the fashion to condemn
labor and by this bill you are attempting
to desiroy labor but you cannot do it.
And, I predict that if you vote for this
bill, conceived in hate and hysteria,
you will regret that vote and if you have
any further political ambition, it will die
with this Congress.

And now I shall attempt to explain
title 2 of this bill as I see it.

Title II of the proposed bill would wipe
out the existing Conciliation Service and
create an independent agency separate
and apart from the Department of Labor.
All of the functions of the Secretary of
Labor and the United States Conciliation
Service as provided for under the En-
abling Act of 1913 establishing the De-
partment of Labor, are transferred to the
new Office of Conciliation. The new Of-
fice of Conciliation would have no new
or additional powers to those now being
exercised by the United States Concilia-
tion Service. As a matter of fact, it fails
to make provision for some of the pre-
ventive conciliation procedures now be-
ing used by the Conciliation Service and
it fails to make provision for a Labor-
Management Advisory Committee, which
is now providing such able assistance and
guidance to the Secretary of Labor and
the Director of the Conciliation Service.
Since the Office of Conciliation has no
new provisions under H. R. 3020 there
certainly is no reason for engaging in the
“sleight of hand” of changing the name
of the agency. We certainly will have no
better agency for handling labor disputes
just by changing its name. As a matter
of fact, we will undoubtedly have a worse
agency because the people of the country
have come to respect the name and repu-
tation of the Conciliation Service as built
up in ite 34 years of experience.

As we all know, conciliation rests upon
voluntarism. Both labor and manage-
ment must accept the facilities of the
Conciliation Service if its work is to suc-
ceed. If the suggestions and proposals
made by the Conciliation Service are to
be given due weight and consideration,
they must come from an agency which
commands the respect of the parties to
the dispute as well as the respect and
confidence of the public. The Concilia-
tion Service now commands that respect
and confidence, A new agency, no mat-
ter how good its intention, cannot build
up that respect and confidence overnight.
It certainly cannot have that respect and
confidence during this critical period of
reconversion from a war economy to a
peace economy. Lacking that confi-
dence, it cannot have the same degree of
success in settling disputes as the pres-
ent Conciliation Service now has.

Before voting on this bill I think it is
important that we examine what it
seeks to achieve. On its face it would
create a new Office of Conciliation with
no new powers from those now being ex-
ercised by the Conciliation Service. The
only thing new about the proposal is that
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it would separate the Office of Concilia-
tion from the Department of Labor. If
there were any sound reasons for the
separation, I for one would support it.
But let us look at the reasons submitted
by the majority in support of this pro-
posal. Page 45 of the report states:

Sectlons 201 and 202 create an Office of
Conciliation, an independent agency, and
transfer to it functions of the United States
Conciliation Service, and define the duties
of the Office of Conciliation.

That is all that the majority report
has to say in support of the establish-

- ment of a new independent agency, wip-

ing out the long-established Conciliation
Service. The reasoning behind this pro-
posal is not difficult to analyze. There
just is not any reasoning. If there is,
it is a deep, dark secret which the ma- -
jority apparently is afraid to have in-
cluded in its report. The fact is that
there is no good, legitimate reason for
establishing an independent Conciliation
Service. The fact is that we now have
a strong Conciliation Service with 34
years of experience. We should not wipe
out that vast store of experience by an
irrational, unreasoning vote.

There is only one result to be achieved
by establishing an independent Concilia~
tion Service. That result is a duplica-
tion of functions. We all know that
under our system of government, the
people, the Congress, and the President
loock to the Secretary of Labor as the
Cabinet officer in charge of labor-rela-
tions problems to maintain industrial
peace. If we divest the Secretary of
Labor of his conciliation function he
cannot properly exercise his duty to
maintain industrial peace. As President
Truman stated in his veto message on
the Case bill last year:

This creates a new filve-man Federal
Mediation Board. All mediation and con-
ciliation functions of the Secretary of Labor
and the United States Conciliation Service
are transferred to the Board. The Board,
although technieally within the Department
of Laber, would not be under the control of
the Secretary;of Labor.

I consider the establishment of this new
agency to be inconsistent with the prineiples
of good administration. As I have previously
stated it is my opinion that Government to-
day demands reorganization along the lines
which the Congress has set forth in the
Reorganization Act of 1945, i. e., the or-
ganization of Government activity into the
fewest number of Government agencies con-
sistent with efficiency. Control of purely
administrative matters should be grouped
as much as possible under members of the
Cabinet, who are in turn responsible to the
President.

The proposed Federal Mediation Board will
have no quasi-judicial or quasi-legislative
functions. It would be purely an adminis-
trative agency. Surely functions of this
kind should be concentrated in the Depart-
ment of Labor.

Since 1913 there has been within the
Department of Labor and responsible to the
Becretary of Labor a United States Concilia-
tion Service formed with the very purpose
of encouraging the settlement of labor dis-
putes through mediation, conciliation, and
other good offices. The record of that Serv-
ice has been outstanding. During the period
of 1 year, from May 1945 through April 1946,
it settled under existing law 19,930 labor
disputes. Included in this total were 8,152
strikes, almost 10 each day. The Concilia-
tion Service has formed one of the prinecipal
divisions of the Department of Labor.
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The bill proposed to transfer that Service
and its functions to the newly formed Federal
Mediation Board. To me this is the equiva-
lent of creating a separate and duplicate
Department of Labor, depriving the Secre-
tary of Labor of many of his principal re-
sponsibilities, and placing the conciliation
and mediation functions in an independent
body.

In the eyes of Congress and of the public
the President and the Secretary of Labor
would remain responsible for the exercise
of mediation and conciliation functions in
labor disputes, while, in fact, those functions
would be conducted by another body not
fully responsible to either.

As far "wck as September 6, 1945, I said
in a message to Congress: “Meanwhile, plans
for strengthening the Department of Labor,
and bringing uncer it functions belonging
to it, are going forward.” The establish-
ment of the proposed Federal Mediation
Board is a backward step.

Everything that the President said
with respect to a Mediation Board ap-
plies with equal strength to an inde-
pendent Office of Conciliation. The
hearings before our committee preceding
the majority report have proven tha:t our
great President exercised sound judg-
ment when he vetoed the Case bill, for
many of the people who a year ago
clamored for an independent agency for
the mediation of labor disputes have
since changed their minds. The pro-
vision of H. R. 3020 calling for an inde-
pendent agency is certainly not based
upon any evidence presented at the hear-
ings before this committee. On the con-
trary, if time were taken by the majority
to read the hearings, they would find
that representatives of organized man-
agement and labor have opposed the
separation of the conciliation facilities
from the Department of Labor. The
roster of leading representatives of man-
agement and labor who favored the con-
tinuation of the present Conciliation
Service within the Department of Labor
is indeed impressive. The National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor, the Congress of
Industrial Organizations, the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists, and the
National Federation of Telephone Work-
ers all testified before this committee
that they favored the retention of the
present Conciliation Service within the
Department of Labor, and the Commit-
tee for Economic Development, which
favored a new Conciliation Service, did
recommend that it be kept within the
Department of Labor for housekeeping
purposes.

In November 1945 the President’'s Na-
tional Labor-Management Conference on
Industrial Relations unanimously recom-
mended that the Conciliation Service be
continued within the Department of
Labor. This conference, composed of
leaders of industry and labor in the
United States, the real experts in the
field of labor relations, the people who
work with the problem on a day-to-day
basis, saw no reason for establishing an
independent Conciliation Service. This
conference was composed of representa-
tives of the National Association of
Manufacturers, the chamber of com-
merce, the AFL, the CIO, the railway
brotherhoods, and the United Mine
Workers. Although these people did not
agree on many things, they did agree
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upon one very important fact. They
unanimously agreed that the Concilia-
tion Service should be reorganized and
strengthened and that it should remain
within the Department of Labor.

As recently as December 1946, the
Thirteenth National Conference on
Labor Legislation of representatives of
State labor commissions went on record
as saying “that the Federal Government
continue to discharge its responsibility
for mediation and conciliation of dis-
putes through the Conciliation Service
within the United States Department of
Labor.” That is the recommendation of
State labor commissioners who work with
the problems of labor relations on the
community level or at the grassroots
level, if you will. They know how indus-
trial disputes can best be handled. They
felt that the Conciliation Service was do-
ing a good job and should be left within
the Department of Labor.

The recommendation for reorganiza-
tion of the Conciliation Service made by
the President’s National Labor-Manage-
ment Conference was accepted seriously
by Secretary of Labor Schwellenbach and
his Director of Conciliation, Edgar L.
Warren. As one of the most important
steps taken in that reorganization proe-
ess, a Labor-Management Advisory Com-
mittee was set up to meet regularly with
the Secretary of Labor and the Director
of Conciliation to make recommenda-
tions on procedures to be employed by
the Conciliation Service for the better
performance of its job of settling dis-
putes. This Advisory Committee is made
up of people nominated by the National
Association of Manufacturers, the Cham-
ber of Commerce, the AFL, and CIO.
The work of this Committee is by no
means perfunctory. It meets with the
Secretary and the Director on a regular
monthly basis. Its recommendations
are taken seriously and not a single
major reorganizational step has been
taken unless it was either upon the rec-
ommendation of or with the approval of
the Advisory Committee. That reor-
ganization program has proved effective
and the Service is now operating
smoothly. In the past year it settled
more than 13,000 labor disputes. In
more than 90 percent of the cases in
which the Conciliation Service was called
in before a strike occurred, the Service
succeeded in closing those cases without
a strike occurring. Gentlemen, when you
bat .900 in this tough field of labor dis-
putes you really belong in the big leagues.
I do not know of any manager who, when
he had a team batting .900, would decide,
because of some whim, to put in his sec-
ond team. Ee knows as well as I do that
the fans would have his neck in no time
and I fear that our fans, the public
would have our necks if we vote to put
in a second team when we now have a
team that is batting over .900.

‘What is even worse is that under this
proposal we do not even know what kind
of a second team we would have, because
H. R. 3020 fails to provide for a transfer
of the present Conciliation Service per-
sonnel to the new agency. Thus in one
fell stroke we would wipe out the entire
experience built up over 34 years of the
present Conciliation Service. That sec-
tion of the bill which fails to transfer
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the present personnel to the new agency
is so drastic and irresponsible in its na-
ture that I would like to discuss that in
greater detail later in my speech. At
this time I want to continue for a few
minutes on the steps taken by the Secre-
tary of Labor and the Director of the
Conciliation Service for strengthening
the Conciliation Service pursuant to the
unanimous recommendation of the Presi-
dent’s Labor-Management Conference.
I will not discuss those steps in detail
as many of you already know them and
representatives of labor and management
know them and are pleased with them
and the public generally has received
them with acclaim. Some of the steps
taken pursuant to the recommendation
of the Labor-Management Advisory
Committee are:

First. Establishment of a Labor-Man-
agement Advisory Committee from nom-
inees recommended by the AFL, CIO,
NAM, and chamber of commerce.

Second. Establishment of regional ad-
visory committees on the same basis.

Third. Decentralization of the field
organization.

Fourth. Reorganization of the Arbi-
tration Division.

Fifth. Reorganization of the Technical
Division.

Sixth. Establishment of a Program
Division for training of new officers and
keeping the staff up to date on current
labor-relations problems and developing
improved-mediation techniques.

Seventh. Appointment of special con-
ciliators to supplement the activities of
regular conciliators in key disputes.

Eighth. Commencement of a program
through the Philadelphia Assembly and
Utility Conference for cooperation with
local groups for settlement of labor dis-
putes on the local and industry levels.

Ninth. Establishment of procedures
for tripartite mediation.

Tenth. Fact finding.

I believe, as do my colleagues in the
minority, that the record of the Con-
ciliation Service has been a remarkable
one. If you remember that this record
was made during the most difficult period
in our history, during a period when we
reconverted our vast war machine to a
peacetime machine, that record is the
more remarkable. It would seem the
sheerest kind of folly for us to cast aside
this experienced, well-trained organiza-
tion and replace it with an inexperienced,
untried agency. Our reconversion proc-
ess is not complete. We still have a long
way to go. Prices are still on the uprise.
Until prices are brought down, we will
have considerable industrial unrest. We
cannot afford to have green men han-
dling the industrial problems that we
will face during the next year.

The majority gives exactly the samne .
reason for failing to transfer the per-
sonnel of the present Conciliation Serv-
ice to the new agency as it does for set-
ting up the new independent agency. No
reason whatsoever. This failure to use
the vast store of experience built up by
the Conciliation Service since its estab-
lishment in 1913 is the height of reck-
lessness and irresponsibility. As the mi-
nority report points out, of the top 31
members of the staff in the highest
grades of the Service, there is a total
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of 362 years of service in the Federal
Government, 269 of which were in the
Department of Labor. When the public
is demanding that we provide for a
strong Conciliation Service, the majority
recklessly proposes that we wipe out this
vast reservoir of experience.

If the majority believes that there is
an overabundance of trained conciliators
available, they are sadly mistaken. If
they believe that they can find 400 Re-
publicans who are trained conciliators,
they are sadly mistaken. Ihave no doubt
but that they can find 400 Republicans
who want jobs, but I do know that they
cannot find 400 men with the background
and experience necessary to settle the
difficult problems involved in current
labor disputes, and I do know that the
conciliators now on the staff of the Serv-
ice who have come from all walks of life
have a background of industrial-rela-
tions experience that cannot be dupli-
cated by inexperienced, untried men. I
know as do a good many of my colleagues
in this House that a strong Conciliation
Service as demanded by the people can-
not be created just by passing a law
here, but that it can be built only upon
a foundation of experienced and highly
qualified personnel.

This proposal of the majority to wipe
out the present Conciliation Service is
not only a form of reckless folly, but is
an example of the worst kind of partisan-
ship. This proposal of the majority is
not founded upon one iota of testimony
before the committee. Aside from this
proposal which the majority submitted
to us at the last minute on a take-it-or-
leave-it basis, there has not been a single
bill introduced into this House or the
Senate relating to methods for conciliat-
ing disputes which does not contain a
provision for the transfer of the present
Conciliation Service personnel to the pro-
posed new agency. Every single bill in-
troduced into either House of this Con-
gress recognized that a proposed new
agency would have absolutely no chance
of success unless it were to be built upon
the foundation of the experienced per-
sonnel of the present Conciliation Serv-
ice. The majority proposal under H. R.
8020 is not based upon any of the bills
considered during the hearings. It is
not based upon any of the testimony
presented at the hearings. It is a pro-
posal that the majority just pulled out
of a hat for pure partisan reasons. It is
about time that the Republicans in their
newly won power began to realize that
the people of this country do not like
partisan trickery. The people of this
country want industrial peace. They
want economic prosperity. The people
want an impartial Conciliation Service.
They demand a nonpartisan Concilia-
tion Service. They now have that kind
of a Service.

The Republican majority apparently
wants to create a Republican Concilia-
tion Service. Labor disputes cannot be
settled by a Republican Conciliation
Service or a Demoecratic Conciliation
Service. They can be settled only by a
nonpartisan impartial Conciliation Serv-
ice. That is the kind of Service they
now have. It should not be tampered
with,
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When I say that the Conciliation Serv-
ice should not be tampered with, I know
that I speak for my distinguished col-
leagues of the minority. When I say
that we favor constructive proposals to
strengthen and extend the facilities of
the Conciliation Service, we of the mi-
nority believe that there are some con-
structive steps that can still be taken
to extend those facilities. President
Truman in his state of the Union mes-
sage pointed the way to the kind of
extended facilities that were required
when he said:

Point No. 2 is the extension of the facili-
ties within the Department of Labor for as-
sisting collective bargaining. One of our
difficulties in avolding labor strife arises from
a lack of order in the collective bargaining
process. The partles often do not have a
clear understanding of their responsibility
for settling disputes through their own nego-
tiations. We constantly see Instances where
labor or management resorts to economic
force without exhausting the possibilities
for agreement through the bargaining
process. Neither the parties nor the Govern-
ment have a definite yardstick for determin-
ing when and how Government assistance
should be invoked. There is need for inte-
grated governmental machinery to provide
the successive steps of mediation, voluntary
arbitration, and—ultimately in appropriate
cases—ascertainment of the facts of the dis-
pute and the reporting of them to the publie.
Such machinery would facilitate and expe-
dite the settlement of disputes.

We of the minority support this pro-
gram of our great President and we have
indicated that we would support a bill
containing the constructive proposals set
forth in the State of the Union message.
The majority, however, were in too great
a hurry to pass a law to even meet with
the minority for the purpose of consider-
ing the views of the minority. Instead
they just presented us with a bill and, in
effect, said “take it or leave it.” In their
newly won power the Republicans seem
to have forgotten that we have a two-
party system and that the people of this
couniry expect those two parties to work
jointly in framing legislation for the
good of all the people. The people of
this country do not like “take it or leave
it” offers from anybody and they will not
like it when such offers are made by the
Republican majority. We still believe
that there are constructive steps that
can and should be taken, and they are
the steps set forth in the President’s
State of the Union message.

Before voting on this proposal to di-
vorce the present Conciliation Service
from the Department of Labor and to set
up a new Conciliation Service independ-
ent of that Department, I believe the
Members of this body should consider for
a few minutes a brief history of the De-
partment of Labor and the Republican
platform of 1944 as it relates to the De-
partment of Labor. The Department of
Labor was created by the Enabling Act
of 1913. It was adopted by a Republican
Congress. It was signed by President
Taft, the father of the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, as his last
official act. I believé the Republican
Party and President Taft deserve great
credit for giving birth to the Department
of Labor. But this certainly does not

3431

give them the right to tear it down and
destroy it.

The Republican platform for 1944
states:

The Department of Labor has been emas-
culated by the New Deal., Labor bureaus,
agencles, and committees are scattered far
and wide, in Washington and throughout the
country, and have no semblance of syste-
matic or responsible organization. All gov-
ernmental labor activitles must be placed
under the direct authority and responsibility
of the Secretary of Labor. (Report, Factual
Campaign Information issued by Senate Li-
brary, September 30, 1946.)

This proposal to set up an independ-
ent agency is clearly inconsistent with
the Republican platform proposal that
“all governmental labor activities must
be placed under the direct authority and
responsibility of the Secretary of Labor.”
If the Republican majority thinks it can
get away with talking out of one side of
its mouth during election campaigns and
out of the other side of i*s mouth in this
Congress, they are wrong. The people of
this country are watching them and they
expect them to fulfill their campaign
pledges, A vote for this bill is a vote
against the 1944 Republican platform.

I would like to comment very briefly
on sections 203 and 204 of the proposed
bill relating to strikes imperiling public
health and safety. I will not dwell upon
it at any great length as I understand
that others of my distinguished col-
leagues will discuss it in greater detail.
As the minority report states, sections
203 and 204 create a hodgepodge ma-
chinery for handling public utilities dis-
putes. If creates a procedure for com-
pulsory arbitration without establishing
any standards under which the decisions
are to be made. All it calls for is an
opinion as to how the case should be set-
tled, without requiring any statement of
the facts upon which the opinion is
based. Depending upon the whim of the
special Board set up under the act, the
entire resources of the public utilities
companie.g can be given away to the em-
ployees or all the rights of the employees
can be taken away from them depending
upon how overdeveloped or underdevel-
oped a sense of equity that Board may
have. It placesin the hands of inexperi-
enced people the disposition of the cases
;nost. directly affecting the national wel-

are,

The handling of these important pub-
lic utilities disputes is typical of Repub-
lican “pass-the-buck” procedure. Such
cases would be handled by the President,
the Attorney General, the district courts,
the Office of Conciliation, the Admin-
istrator of the National Labor Relations
Act, the circuit court of appeals, and
special boards appointed by the chief
justice of the Circuit Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia. Everybody
seems to get “into the act” except Jimmy
Durante. As the minority report points
out, it will be impossible to fix respon-
sibility for mishandling of one of these
critical labor disputes. Which one of the
numerous people handling it at each step
of the way is responsible will be the real
$64 question. If the Republicans prefer
that the responsibility not be fixed, if
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they prefer this irresponsible hodge-
podge approach, if they prefer this state
of confusion they will quickly find that
the public will not let them get away
with it. The public will not be confused.
It will place the responsibility right back
where it belongs, on those Members of
Congress who vote to adopt this “pass-
the-buck" procedure.

If we were to sum up in one sentence
the effect of title IT of H. R. 3020, I think
we could say that it wipes out in one fell
swoop the vast store of experience built
up by the Conciliation Service in the 34
years since it was created in 1913. This
bill proposes to get labor disputes set-
tled merely by changing the name of the
agency doing the job and by bringing in
inexperienced, untried people to handle
problems requiring years of practical ex-
perience. This bill would create dual re-
sponsibility for handling industrial labor
relations problems between the new
Office of Conciliation and the Secretary
of Labor. It would create a new un-
necessary agency at a time when the
public is seeking sound economy and
consolidation of agencies dealing with
related problems. :

As the second part of the title, the bill
creates a complicated “super-duper” ma-
chinery designed to handle public utili-
ties cases. It provides thc kind of ma-
chinery which was condemned by the
Labor-Management Advisory Commit-
tee, when it said on December 16, 1946:

Members of the Labor-Management Ad-
visory Committee belicve that a system of
free collective bargaining can work. We be-
lieve that any form of compulsory arbitra-
tlon or super machinery for disposition of
labor disputes may frustrate rather than
foster industrial peace. With collective bar-
galning freed from all wartime controls, we
believe that American industry and Ameri-
can labor can and will assume their indi-
vidual and joint responsibilities for the pro-
duction of the goods and services so neces-
sary to a prosperous peacetime America.

This new machinery instead of cur-
tailing Government interference would
provide for Government intérference by
numerous branches of the vernment.
If the Republican Party thinks they were
given a mandate to pass antilabor laws
they are wrong. They did receive a
mandate for less governmental interfer-
ence in our domestic affairs. This bill
instead of giving us less Government
interference would provide for more
Government interference than we have
ever had before in our history. This bill
will give us Government interference by
~untried, inexperienced hands. This bill
would deprive the Government and the
people of the vast store of experience
built up in the Conciliation Service,
which is well prepared and ably equipped
to handle labor disputes. A vote for this
bill is a vote for more strikes. A vote for
this bill is a vote for industrial chaos. I
urge that this bill be rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey has ex-
pired.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey one additional minute.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield.
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Mr. O'TOOLE. As many of us know,
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
served with distinction as chairman of
the Committee on Labor of the House
for many years. I have often wondered
if she cared to explain to me and the
other Members of the House why she
resigned from the Committee on Labor
this year and this session?

Mrs. NORTON. Frankly, in one
sense, I regret that the gentleman has
asked me the question hecause I have
never knowingly hurt a Member of Con-
gress on either side of the aisle. I have
a very great respect and affection for
the Members I have served with, but
I regret to say I have no respect for the
present chairman of the Labor Commit-
tee. And I could not serve with a chair-
man for whom I hold no respect. My
reason for that is that during the 10
years I was chairman of the Labor Com-
mittee, the gentleman from New Jelsey,
who is now the chairman of the Labor
Committee, and who comes here before
you and talks about labor as if he knew
something about it, attended exactly six
meetings in 10 years. That was my rea-
son for leaving the Committee on Labor.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
not going to use my own words in re-
sponse to the remark- just made, that I
think more properly might have been
withheld, but I am going to read a letter
addressed to me as late as April 1940,
after I had been a Member of this House
for 12 years:

WASHINGTON, D. C., April 26, 1940.
To All City Central Bodies and Local Labor
Unions in the Tenth Congressional Dis-
trict of New Jersey:

I am sending this letter in behalf of Con-
gressman FRED A. HARTLEY, who, by his votes
and general attitude, has proven himself to
be an outstanding friend of labor.

He is one of the high ranking members
of the Labor Committee of the United States
House of Representatives and he is ever alert
in that committee and elsewhere in the in-
terest of labor.

Every one of the votes he cast while a
Member of Congress has supported the views
of the American Federation of Labor. I urge
that the membership of every local union be
advised of this fine attitude of Congressman
HarTLEY and that they in turn request the
members of their family, their neighbors,
and their friends In his district to support

him in the coming primary and the Novem-
ber election.

Let us prove to all that we are truly grate-

“ful to Congressman HARTLEY for the fine serv-

ice he has rendered us by returning him to
Congress by an overwhelming vote.
Fraternally yours.

And it is signed: “William Green, pres-
ident of the American Federation of

Labor.”

Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [(Mr.
Lanpis].

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, since it
is appropriate to read from the Repub-
lican Party platform of 1944, I want to
quote the last paragraph of that plat-
form:

American well-belng 1s indivisible.

Any
national program whish

injures the na=-
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tional economy inevitably injures the wage-
earner. The American labor movement and
the Republican Party, while continuously
striving for the betterment of labor’s status,
rejects the communistic and the New Deal
concept that a single group can benefit
while the general econcmy suffers.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot expect to
solve all labor-management problems by
legislation but we can stop the Red
labor leaders and stop labor racketeering.
Our main objective should be to enact a
labor law which would encourage seitle-
ment of disputes between labor and man-
agement and minimize strikes and lock-
outs.

We must protect the public from union
leaders who have misused their power.
We must give labor the right to strike
and give the rank and file of labor the
right to take a greater part in their
problems.

No one should condone jurisdictional
disputes, wildcat strikes, secondary boy-
cotts, mass picketing, and violence and
destruction of property.

Secondary boycotts have cost the Na-
tion a loss of millions of dollars in food-
stuffs. A lettuce strike in California
caused a loss of 2,000 cars of lettuce.
Twenty thousand gallons of hot milk
were dumped one morning in front of the
city hall of Los Angeles. One million
dollars were lost in an asparagus strike.
Farmers in California were forced to
dump 76 carloads of lemons because they
could not get them unloaded and deliv-
ered to the markets. By reason of the
labor leaders high-handed methods, used
on Dock Street, Philadelphia, $125,000
worth of perishable fruits and vegetables
have rotted because dealers were pre-
vented from either moving or selling
them since January 6 of this year. A re-
turning veteran who went into business
for himself testified that he was not per-
mitted to use his own truck even though
he employed a union driver. These
union leaders on Dock Street gave one of
the merchants 15 minutes to get off the
street. This merchant had worked on
this street for 57 years. The union de-
mands that an employer may be per-
mitted on the firm’s premises on Satur-
day morning provided permission to do so
is obtained from the union in advance.
The union also demands that where a
partnership of two persons exists, but
who employ no salesmen, one member of
that partnership must be a member of
this union. Therefore, in the event of a
strike one partner would be forced to
picket the other.

This industrial unrest proves that our
present labor laws are thoroughly inade-
quate of attaining industrial peace. And
we intend to do something about it in
terms of what is best for all of the people.

But in finding the solution for labor
abuses we should not abolish labor un-
ions. The right to strike, industry-wide
bargaining, the union shop and the
check-cff are union fundamentals.

If you outlaw industry-wide bargain-
ing you will create industrial strife in
such industries as steel, automobile,
clothing, longshoremen, coal, rubber, and
newspaper unions. If the employers and
employees want to bargain on an indus-
try-wide or area basis, I see no objection,
You are not going to stop strikes but you
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will create thousands of strikes. I have
not heard a sound argument yet to
abolish industry-wide bargaining. If you
outlaw industry-wide bargaining strong
unions will have an excellent chanee of
picking the smaller employers one by one,
As a result of the abolition of industry-
wide bargaining we will return to cut-
throat competition, scab coal mines and
sweatshops. We certainly do not want
the Government to take over all of the
functions of labor and management.

Ii we have to regulate and regiment the
employees and employers we might as
well repeal the National Labor Relations
Act and save the taxpayers the money of
administering it. The workers and
management would have more freedom
without these regulations.

I would also like to discuss briefly three
other proposals in this bill. The first is
the definition of “employee.” There is
some doubt as to whether an employee
has a right to strike for legitimate rea-
sons under the present definition.

The second is the welfare funds under
section 8 (a) (2) (C). This section of
the bill would invalidate thousands of
our existing health-benefit agreements.
These welfare funds should be left to col-
lective bargaining. I see no reason why
we should even try to protect the em-
ployer on this subject because the em-
ployer certainly has a right to reject
such a proposal.

The third point is the automatic
check-off. Especially where a union shop
exists, the employer should have the right
of deciding whether or not he wants to
give the automatic check-off. The auto-
matic check-off in many cases is very
convenient to the employer. I have
talked to hundreds of businessmen in the
past year and not a single one has asked
me to ouflaw the check-off. It should be
left to collective bargaining.

As a member of the House Labor Com-
mittee for 9 years I did not have the op-
portunity to present industry-wide bar-
gaining and the welfare fund to the full
comimittee. I hope to present these
amendments to the House Thursday.

I would like to read two typical letters
which will demonstrate what the rank
and file think. One comes from Osage,
W. Va., and it reads:

HONORABLE SiR: I am a coal miner of West
Virginia and speak for myself and informa-
tion I gather from other miners.

There Is a very, very few men want to
strike and 90 percent of the miners in this
district are in favor of some kind of legisla-
tion that will give them a volce about if
they want to strike or not. They also think
that there should be a law compelling union
organizations to pay every man a certain
amount for each day he is out on strike, say
about one-fourth his daily wages earned in
the mines, and no increase in union dues to
be imposed. A cut to oné-half of all union
officials’ salaries during the time of strike.
Buch a law would stop this strike business.
The wage earner at present pays the bill for a
strike. Let the union officials help pay the
bill and also pay the striker enough to partly
keep him out of debt and half enough to
eat. We do not want to lose our union, but
we do feel we should have a voice in it if we
want to accept an offer made or not. The
most of us know that the longer a strike
lasts, the more certain officials get out of the
union treasury, say our scale committee—
they get approximately $30 a day when nego-
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longshoremen,
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tiating a contract. Bure, I, too, would try to
prolong a strike as much or long as safe to
do so.

There is not anything we can do about the
question locally, so why not you and your
fellow Representatives and Congressmen get
busy; put us little fellows where we can have
a say in a way that it will count, and not be
compelled to listen to a few dictators.

Sincerely yours,

P. 8.—A secret vote would show you at least
80 percent of the men are in favor of a no-
strike law.

This letter from the rank and file
which is typical. I have one more:

I want to commend your opposition to
restrictions on the closed-shop contracts and
industry-wide bargaining.

I see no reason why men enjoying the
benefits now by a union should not be re-
quired to become members of the same.
The same principle requires me to pay a
school tax when I do not have children.

Industry-wide bargaining has benefitted
the whole country by placing the manufac-
turers on an equal basis where the greed
of a few will not be a detriment to those
being fair with their employees. Although
too often the smaller competitor is domi-
nated by the larger corporations, the ad-
vantages to the country greatly outweigh
the disadvantages that sometimes occur.

My point is this: We have taken care
of practically every labor abuse I can
think of, but outlawing industry-wide
bargaining will not stop strikes, it will
not cure any abuses. It will cause more
chaos; it will tear up the whole steel in-
dustry, the automobile industry, the rub-
ber industry, the clothing industry, the
and the amalgamated
clothing workers. When you have de-
stroyed that system of collective bar-
gaining, then you have hit the funda-
mentals of labor. I think industry-wide
bargaining should be put back in the
bill.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. I believe the gentleman
has made some mighty fine statements,
but does he not believe that under our
bill, in connection with the Steel Trust,
for instance, the unions could bargain
with the entire group at any time? Is
there any question about that?

Mr. LANDIS. There is some question.
The point is that the antitrust laws take
care of the corporations through prices,
but they do not take care of the corpora-
tions through wages. The employees
should have the same benefits under the
act as the employers in regard to wages.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BarpEN].

Mr, BARDEN. Mr, Chairman, I have
been a member of the Labor Committee
for many years. I have associated with
many Members of the House as they
have come and gone. I have served
under many chairmen. Without pick-
ing any argument with anyone, and
without even implying that the chair-
man needs any word of defense, I sim-
ply pay this tribute to him as being
something to which he is justly entitled.
The chairman of this committee has
worked hard. He has performed his

3433

duty as chairman. He has presided
over the deliberations of the commitiee
with fairness, justice, and dignity. At
all times was he careful to preserve the
rights of any minority member or any
majority member, whether he thought
the issue being discussed was important
or not. I have not only great respect
for him, but have a high regard for his
friendship.

I feel that the committee has given
very careful consideration to this bill
It is one of the most difficult pieces of
legislation I have ever had the experi-
ence of trying to take part in writing.
It is easy for any of us to say, “Well,
something should be done.” - All of us
know that. There is not a person within
the sound of my voice but that knows
something should be done. We cer-
tainly cannot long continue in the direc-
tion in which we are now traveling and
preserve our American economy and our
American way of life.

Some are going to try to say here, I
expect, since that implication has been
made, that all the Democrats are op-
posed to this bill. I say to you now thsat
I am operating under no mendate from
the Democratic Party that is incon-
sistent with the principles involved in
this bill, And I do not propose to recog-
nize any synthetic mandate from anyone
else. If any party on earth has ever
stood for a democratic form of govern-
ment, a democratic way of settling dif-
ferences, and a democratic way of pre-
siding over organizations, it has been the
Democratic Party, and I refuse to stand
here and let some disgruntled Democrat
heap all the credit on the Republicans,
and I also refuse to stand here and let
the Republicans claim the credit.

There is some much-needed legisla-
tion in this bill. We conducted long and
tedious hearings. We called the labor
leaders in before the committee, and
they were given ample time to present
their views. I regret to state that very
few of them took an attitude of trying
to help the committee, even though they
themselves knew full well the dangers
that were surrounding nof only our
economy but our American way of life,
as well as our national safety itself.

I was astounded when Mr. Bittner,
Van Bittner, I believe it is, appeared rep-
resenting Mr. Murray, of the CIO, when
he finally came out with the statement
that he thought it would be a good thing
for the Congress of the United States to
go to sleep for 10 years and not meet. A
rather ambitious person, I would say.
Does he want to run the affairs of this
country? Upon what meat does such a
little Caesar feed?

The committee felt that even though
it was an unpleasant duty it must go
ahead and do something about these
sympathy strikes and jurisdictional
strikes, murder, and highjacking. If you
will read the reports of the hearings
on this bill, it will make your blood run
cold to think of the things that have
been carried on throughout the country.
Then to take the attitude that because
somebody claims to be a union member,
we should refrain from taking any sfeps
whatever. I love my church. I support
my church. I wish I could do more for
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it, but I do not want my church to get as
far afield from its proper sphere of ac-
tivity as the labor unions have gone
from theirs. They have reached a point
where, in many instances, they have
sought to control and dictate to each
individual member what he should write
to his Congressman. That sounds
strange, but here is a letter—here is the
order that goes out to the members of a
local, and it says:

In order that this program be a success,
each one of you must—

In capital letters—

write letters to your representatives in the
House and Senate immediately.

Skipping a paragraph or two, it says:

It is recommended that you give your
letters to your steward or bring them to the
union office and have your name checked off
our list as one who has complied. We will
gladly pay postage and maill these letfers
directly from the union office.

Then the next paragraph reads:

It is also recommended that those members
who do not follow through with the above
program be called in before the executive
bodard of the local union No. 90 to explain
why they did not comply with the above rec-
ommendations.

You will save time by writing a short letter
that takes only a few minutes, rather than
make an appearance hefore the executive
board to explain why you did not do so.

And you tell me that the average union
member should not be protected from
that? And you tell me that this bill is
not loaded down with protective clauses
and paragraphs for the everyday, aver=-
age workingman who is seeking a little
freedom? I do not know if you can com-

plain so much of the heads of many of -

these unions. They are like the average
man. The average man is unworthy of
too much unresiricted power. And they
have enjoyed it until they have now
reached the point that they regard it as
an inherent right. So they have been
pushing the members around. I fear
they forgel the fact that this Congress,
in response to what it regarded as a very
necessary thing to do, threw safeguards
around labor and labor unions because
the power of the dollar had gotten to be
too great, and it was taking advantage
of the laboring man who produced. So
the Congress in its wisdom attempted to
set fhe scales aright, and now it has
reached the point that the scales are
tipped in another direction. The Amer-
ican people will not live under such
tipped scales in favor of anybody very
long. That is why the overwhelming
majority of this House is in favor of
remedying the situation and that is why
this bill came out of the committee with
an overwhelming majority.

I will never let my partisanship for
any party step in front of me when I see
such dangers as are at present hovering
around the national security of this Na-
tion without raising my voice.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BArRDEN] has expired. )

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARDEN. Yes; I yield briefly.
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. There
was some intimation that improper in-
fluences were brought to bear on mem-
bers of the committee in the writing of
this bill. Does the gentleman care to
comment about that?

Mr. BARDEN. I thank the gentleman,
Oh, I do not know anything about that
kind of business. I am not scared of any-
body talking me out of my head. Why
should I refuse to talk to labor organ-
izers? I had two of them in my office this
morning. Fine genilemen. I enjoyed
talking with them. If somebody from
Hoshkosh who ran a store wanted to
come in and talk to me, I think I would
be a mental coward if I were afraid to
discuss it with them. I am not suspicious
enough because I see a man talking to
somebody else to say “something is rotten
in Denmark.” I think that is placing
the level of intelligence at a very poor
level in this House. I do not ascribe
any such thing to the Members of this
House or the committee. I think the
members of this committee are honest
and conscientious men. They did the
best job they could. Those who disagree
with me, I respect them. I respect their
views and I expect them to respect my
conscientious convictions in the same
way. That is how America has grown
great. That is why the freedom of this
Nation is such a priceless gem that we
are not willing to give it up without a
fight.

In the handling of our legislative mat-
ters we have let our production become
involved. We have let it reach such a
low point that it has slowed down and
we know it has slowed down, yet we cry
about the cost of living. We will never
get the cost of living down until produc-
tion is going full force. Every time you
add one of these tributes that are forced
from men, whether it be from the closed
shop or not, every time you add one of
those fees, up goes the cost of living, and
the very people who are being ground
into the dust by the increased cost of
living are those who are crying for these
safeguards.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
again expired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. BARDEN. I want to say a word
about the so-called closed-shop issue in
this bill—and that is about the only issue
in this bill that could be classified as a
major one and a major point of difference
in the committee. The difference, may I
say in passing, is not confined to either
side, Democrat or Republican. I think
an amendment will be presented on the
floor, and, personally, I hope there will
be a tendency to discourage the adding of
a whole lot of amendments because the
bill deals with a very delicate situation.
It touches almost every angle of Amer-
ican economy, industry, and some
branches of society. So when that issue
comes up I am sure it will be generally
debated.

Personally, I am a little inclined to go
along with that great liberal, Justice
Brandeis. Justice Brandeis was a very
wise man and was looking far ahead when
he was writing his statement on the closed
shop. I believe everybody will recognize
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and admit that Justice Brandeis was
what is termed a “truly great conscien-
tious liberal.”

Here is what Justice Brandeis said on
the subject of the closed shop:

It is an essential condition of the advance
of trade-unionism that the unions shall re-
nounce violence, restriction of output, and
the closed shop. * * * The American
people should not, and will not, accept union-
ism if it involves the closed shop. They will
not consent to the exchange of the tyranny
of the employer for the tyranny of the
employee.

I think there is no other man or body of
men whose intelligence or whose character
will stand in absolute power, and I should no
more think of giving absolute power to unions
than I should of giving to capital monopoly
power.

And again he wrote:

The closed shop seems to me opposed to
our ldeas of liberty, as presenting a monopoly
of labor which might become as objection-
able a monopoly as that of capital. (The
EBrandeis Guide to the Modern World, pp. 139
and 140.)

Mr. Chairman, that is the very issue
that will come up in this bill. There are
many people who are conscientiously in
favor and who are conscientiously op-
posed. This House is well on the way
to writing some much-needed corrective
legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has again
sxpired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from California [Mr. WELCH],

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, the bill
H. R. 3020 will not provide the solution
necessary to an equitable settlement of
present, industrial-labor differences with
justice and fairness. I yield to no one
in my desire for amity between employ-
ers and employees. I have always de-
plored strikes, for the time and money
lost through strikes can never be -~e-
gained. Deplorable as they are, the right
to strike is recognized by all democratic
governments. There are no strikes in
Stalin’s Russia. There were no strikes
in Germany under Hitler, nor in Italy
under Mussolini. The right to strike is
inalienable under democracy.

Mr. Chairman, according to the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, there are 58,-
000,000 workers in this country. With
the exception of a few, they are God-
fearing, law-abiding, and home-loving
Americans. This bill will have the effect
of an indictment of these workers.

During the Revolutionary War, when
the American Colonies were fighting “or
their independence, British imperialists
and tories were demanding the extermi-
nation of what they termed the “rebels.”
Edmund Burke, a great statesman and
orator of that day, made a speech in the
British Parliament urging conciliation,
in which he said:

I do not know the method of drawing up
an indictment against a whole people. I

cannot insult and ridicule the feelings of
millions of my fellow creatures.

Burke made that statement concern-
ing less than 4,000,000 people in the
American Colonies; how much more true
are his words when you mulfiply this
number to 58,000,000.
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Mr. Chairman, during the considera-
tion of the Smith-Connally antilabor
bill, which was passed over the veto of
President Roosevelt, William Green,
president of the American Federation of
Labor, a patriotic, conservative labor
leader, appeared before committees of
the Congress and warned that the Smith-
Connally antilabor bill would foment
labor troubles and cause untold strikes.
He was supported by other labor leaders.
The history of that uncalled-for legis-
lation has proven that they were abso-
Iutely right. Mr. Green now expresses a
similar fear concerning H. R. 3020. He
was right before and he is undoubtedly

right now.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I include
as a part of my remarks a statement
by the American Federation of Labor
with reference to H. R. 3020. This state-
ment is complete and comprehensive.

DECLARATION OF POLICY

The statement of policy is explicit in au-
thorizing Federal Government's interven-
tion into the process of collective bargain-
ing. The Government for the first time in
our history is to be given authority, not only
to intervene when free and voluntary collec-
tive bargaining fails, but also to inject itself
into procedures precedent to negotiations and
to regulate the conduct of employees in their
relation to each other and in their rela-
tionship with management. One of the
stated purposes is to give the employees
themselves a direct voice in the bargaining
arrangements with their employers. Thus
the Government would assert a policy of op-
position to the very process whereby demo-
cratically chosen representatives of em-
ployees are authorized by such employees
to negotiate and contract on their behalf.
In other words, the purpose of the bill is to
undermine and disrupt the process of col-
lective bargaining itself. In this the bill
reaches at the very foundations of voluntary
representation which is a part and parcel of
the frec-enterprise system,

TitLe I—AMENDMENT OF NLRA
REGULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Section 2 provides for detailed regulation
of the steps taken in the collective-bargain-
ing process. This includes a legal require-
ment of five separate conferences between
the employer and his employees or their
representatives, within a 30-day period fol-
lowing the Initial conference. Apart from
the absurdity of prescribing by law how the
parties should arrange the course of their
negotiation and what consecutive steps they
should take, it is untenable that what the
bill purports to be collective bargaining
would extend to a procedure which is not
collective bargaining at all. As described
in the bill, the procedure is not confined to
duly chosen representatives of the employ-
ees, but may extend to the dealings be-
tween the employer and the employees
themselves.

STRIKE VOTE

The workers are not expected to notify the
employer or the employer to notify the work-
ers about the impending strike or lockout.
Instead the notice is to be sent to the Ad-
ministrator of the NLRA. It is significant
that if a threatened strike is involved, the
Administrator must promptly notify the
employer. Notice of a lock-out by the em-
ployer, however, is not to be conveyed to
the employees. The statement of the em-
ployer's position in the dispute must be sent
by registered mail to the representative.
Bince the representative is defined to in-
clude any individual, this means a require-
ment for an employer to mail his views by
registered mail to every employee, A Gov-
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ernment supervised vote is then to be taken
in each disputed case. A requirement is
also included for the consent by the em-
ployer regarding the procedure to be followed
in the conduct of the strike vote. The em-
ployer is thus directly injected in the pro-
cedure whereby the employees make their
decision. The ballot itself is prescribed by
law. It mentions only the employer's last
offer and makes no reference to the position
taken by the union, The employees are thus
precluded from the free exercise of the right
which Congress cannot constitutionally deny
them to freely pass upon the policies and de-
cisions made by their own chosen representa-
tives.
NEGOTIATIONS DRASTICALLY LIMITED

The bill specifically limits the collective
bargaining procedure to stated items to be
negotiated. Thousands of agreements which
today provide for direct contribution by the
workers through their union to greater
efficiency, improved production and other
forms of labor-management cooperation will
no longer he an authorized subject for ne-
gotiations, A multitude of other existing
agreements would have agreed provisions es-
sential to the maintenance of industrial
peace expunged as the result of this provi-
sion.

SUPERVISORS

This term is defined in order to exclude
from collective bargaining employees classed
as supervisors. The definition is so broad
a8 to exclude a major proportion of wage
earners from the collective bargaining proc-
ess. For example, almost any employee in
an establishment may be said to be given
by the employer Information that is confi-
dential and is not avallable to the publie, the
competitors or the employees generally. Yet
any employee who gains access to such in-
formation is termed as a “supervisor.”

FEATHERBEDDING

The adoption of the proposed language
would make it legally impossible for labor to
reach an agreement with an employer re-
quiring proper manning of the job necessary
to meet minimum requirements of safety and
health of the employees. This section is so
loosely and viciously drawn as to extend far
beyond the relationship between labor and
management and would, if strictly applied,
make the payment of any taxes imposed by
Congress a featherbedding practice.

MULTIPLICITY OF AGENCIES

The bill creates a Labor-Management Re-
lations Board and an Administrator of the
National Labor Relations Act. The Admin-
istrator ls given the duty to prosecute com-
plaints of unfair labor practices before the
Board. At the same time, the Administrator
is also given the quasijudicial function of
investigating representation petitions. He
is also to act as the agent of the Board, be-
fore which he appears as a prosecutor, in
making application to the courts for enforce-
ment of orders of the Board. This new struc-
ture is, by its terms, bound to lead to confu-
sion so vast that no employer and no union
would be able to proceed with the normal
conduct of employer-employee relations
without a constant danger of being in viola-
tion of some requirement of the law.

RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES

Section 7 (b) gives each member of a labor
organization the right to be free from unrea-
sonable or discriminatory financial demands
of such labor organizations. It also requires
to have the affairs of the organization con-
ducted in a manner that is fair to its mem-
bers. None of these terms is defined and no
one is glven the responsibility to interpret
their meaning. What is unreasonable or dis-
criminatory? What constitutes fair manner
of conduct? The bill is silent on these ques-
tions and gives no indication by whom or in
what manner they should be answered.
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UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES OF EMFLOYERS
The bill dilutes the present requirements
of the NLRA and in addition outlaws the
check-off of dues. Today over 5,500,000 work-
ers, or more than 40 percent of all employees
under agreement, are covered by check-off
provisions voluntarily agreed to by employ-
ers. No one before either the Senate or the
House has criticized the operation of the
existing check-off agreements.
WELFARE FUNDS
The bill outlaws employer contributions to
any health, welfare, or benefit fund, whether
or not such a fund is administered by the
union alone or “in conjunction with any
other person.” Even if a union has an in-
direct control in such a fund and the em-
ployer is a party to it, no employer contribu-
tions toward such a fund can legally be
made.
UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES OF LABOR
The bill includes the provisions making it
unlawiul for unions to seek to compel any-
one to become or remain a member of a la-
bor organization. This provision, for many
years sought by the NAM, is aimed directly
against union organization. The bill would
regulate initiation fees or dues and prohibit
any payment of a tax required as a condi-
tion of employment. If narrowly applied,
the provizion of section 8 (c) (2) would
make the collection of any union dues un-
lawful. Furthermore, the bill would grant
the right to any member to resign from the
organization at any time making the main-
tenance of a stable union membership an un-
desirable objective, if not an impossibility.
BENEFIT FLANS
The bill prohibits the maintenance by the
union of a compulsory insurance or benefit
plan. Yet there is nothing in the bill to
prevent the employer from imposing com-
pulsory group insurance or other benefit plan
upon his employees.
EXPULSION OR SUSPENSION OF MEMBERS
Detalled specifications are given forbid-
ding unions to expel or suspend any mems=-
ber on other than the specified ground. A

. union is permitied to expel a member upon

conviction of a felony. Legally it could
neither suspend nor expel any member upon
conviction of grand larceny, treason, or other
unlawful acts other than felonious act.

UNION BEECURITY

The bill outlaws the union shop in four
ways. One is section 8 (¢) (7) which re-
quires the acceptance to membership of any
one, regardless of qualifications. Another is
a provision In seetion 8 (d) (4) which re-
quires a period of not less than 30 days, but
otherwise unlimited, during which the em-
ployee is free not to join the labor organiza-
tion. In addition section 9 of the bill elim-
inates the prezent requirement of section 8
of the National Labor Relatlons Act specifi-
cally authorizing the union shop. Finally,
sectlon 9 (g) prohibits a union shop agree-
ment reached as a result of a strike or a
threat of a strike. This section also requires
that any agreement providing for a union
shop must be followed by an application to
the administrator for a secret vote of em-
ployees and also for a hearing by the admin-
istrator. The validity of a union shop agree-
ment is limited to 2 years, after which time
the complex machinery, including the Gov-
ernment supervised ballot, must be invoked
again.

CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVES

Section 9 of the proposed bill drastically
modifies the established procedure for the
settlement of cases concerning representa-
tion. The changes that have been made are
not supported by evidence presented to the
congressional committees in the course of
their hearings on proposed labor legislation.
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Instead of having an investigation made
whenever a question concerning representa-
tion arises, as provided in the Wagner Act,
the investigation is to be made only on
written application by a labor representa-
tive representing at least 30 percent of the
employees in the unit. In contrast to this,
an employer may ask for an investigation
and an election by merely alleging that any
individual has presented to him a claim that
he represents a majority of the employees.
It is clear that no matter what the purpose
of the provisions of this section of the bill,
it attempts to settle by detailed legislation
problems which can only be properly re-
solved as they arise in each case by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board itself.

INDUSTRY-WIDE BARGAINING

Bectlon 9 (f) makes ineligible for an elec-
tion employees of two or more competing
employers unless the union represents less
than 100 employees of each employer or un-
less the employers’ plants are less than 50
miles apart. In industry after industry,
these provisions will serve to eliminate trade
associations as collective bargaining agents
for employers in a related field, thus wiping
out orderly collective bargaining bullt up
over a period of years in large areas of peace-
ful labor-management relations. By stat-
ing a complex stand of eligibility for certifi-
cation, the bill throws wide open the door
to & mass of litigation and administrative
decision as to what constitutes the proper
basis for certification. By the time all the
questions are answered as to who competes
and who doesn’t; how many employees are
regularly employed; and how far apart is one
plant from ancther, the time for orderly
designation of representatives will have long
since passed and the industrial unrest be-
come widespread.

THE ELECTION BALLOT

Under the present procedure of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, the form of the
ballot is determined as the result of an in-
vestigation of the Board, which decides
whether any claim for representation is sub-
stantial or yalid. The bill requires that space
be provided on the ballot for any cholce of

representative whether or not such a repre- .

sentative has anything to do with the exist-
ing labor-management relations. It will not
be surprising if this procedure results in
write-in votes designating a popular movie
star as the representative or some person un-
able or unfit to perform the function of effec-
tive labor representation.

THE USE OF THE INJUNCTION

After the complex and extended adminis-
trative procedures of the Board proposed by
the bill have been carried out the complaints
of unfair labor practices are made subject to
court enforcement. However, the decisions
of the Board are limited in a number of ways,
including the provision which would give &
company union the same status as a bona

fide labor organization independent of em-.

ployer influence or domination. The bill
makes discrimination against employees for
union activity extremely difficult to prevent
by forbidding the Board from ordering the
reinstatement of any individual as an em-
ployee “unless the weight of the evidence
shows that such individual was not sus-
pended or discharged for cause.” In all court
enforcement the use of the injunction is
made applicable in labor disputes by amend-
ing the Norris-LaGuardia Aect. Thus the
amended Wagner Act is turned into a happy
hunting ground for union-breaking employ-
el : relying on unbridled rule of labor by the
injunction.

TUNLAWFUL CONCERTED ACTIVITIES

. In addition to the provision of unfair labor
practices in which employees and labor or-
ganizations are prohibited to engage, section
12 contains an additional list of unlawful
activities directed against unions, Section 12
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thus makes the amended Wagner Act heavily
balanced against labor in favor of the em-
ployer. Even more dangerous is the fact that
in section 12 Congress would bring activities
subject to Btate and local laws within the
sphere of Federal jurisdiction and Federal
regulation. The use of force or violence is
traditionally subject to local law enforce-
ment. Section 12 makes such acts Federal
offenses. The scope and manner of picketing
is regulated by State and local laws. Section
12 would meke nicketing subject to Federal
control. In addition, section 12 outlaws
various forms of strikes. It also makes labor
organizations liable for suits by employers
and subject to the court injunction. The
provisions of the Norris-LaGuardia Act are
made applicable to any situation covered by
the section. This not only reinstates the use
of the injunction in labor disputes but also
permits the employer to impose a yellow-dog
contract upon his employees. This is accom-
plished in this way. Any employee or labor
organization found to have engaged in an un-
fair labor practice is deprived of the right
of self-organization, the right to form or
join a union, the right of collective bargain-
ing, and all other rights conferred upon them
by the National Labor Relations Act as
amended. [Sec. 8 (b) and (¢) and sec.
12 (d).] In addition, the Norris-LaGuardia
Act is repealed in its entirety with respect to
any action or proceeding in a Federal court
involving any activity which section 12 de-
fines as unlawful. [Sec.12 (c).] As the re-
sult, if a worker participates in “picketing an
employer’s place of business in numbers,” he
is not only deprived of the right of unicn
membership, but also may be reguired by
the employer, as a condition of employment,
to sign an individual contract not to join a
labor organization.

It is important to note that, under the biil,
when a union engages in an unfair labor
practice, 1t promptly loses the right to its
very existence, its existence becoming illegal
for 1 year. Of course, no employer found
guilty of an unfair labor practice is required
to go out of business for 1 year. The em-
ployer must merely cease and desist from
continuing such an unfair labor practice and
take such affirmative action as may be neces-
sary to comply with the law.

Enforcement of one right through the
denial of another right is bad law, It is
self-defeating. If all sinners were excom-
municated from the church, sin would not
be curbed but would become more wide-
spread. The Wagner Act never contained
any punitive provisions. The cease-and-
desist orders, on which its enforcement is
based, follow the tested and equitable pro-
cedure of the Federal Trade Commission
Act designed to forbid unfair trade prac-
tices. Under that procedure, anyone found
engaging In what the law holds to be an
unfair practice, must stop the practice. But
no one is sent to jail as a criminal or de-
prived of his civil rights. y

Deprivation of the workers of their basic
right of self-organization and collective bar-
gaining will not further industrial peace. On
the contrary, it will breed unrest. The pro-
posed enactment is fraught with grave con-
sequences to our soclety. Instead of remov-
ing the causes of industrial unrest, the
authors of the bill attempt to outlaw its re-
sults. They deliberately close their eyes to
the causes of industrial disputes. They
ignore the contribution made by the free and
voluntary self-organization of workers to a
free society. They blindly trample upon the
legitimate and lawful aspirations of Ameri-
can wage earners and seek to destroy the
peaceful and constructive relationships and
institutions which workers and employers
have built up over a period of years. They
would outlaw an effective peaceful picket
line maintained by workers in seeking a legit-
imate economic objective. By doing so,
they would drive workers from the economic
picket lines to political picket lines, in search
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of a remedy against unfair and discrimina-
tory laws. Today, after the national exer-
tion of a world-wide war, when its attain-
ment of economic stability at home is far
from assured, when peace in the world sur-
rounding it is not yet secure, our country
can least afford the disruptive consequences
which will inevitably flow from the adoption
of laws imposing such far-reaching restric-
tions upon collective bargaining and upon
organized labor.

Trrie II. CoNcIiLiaTION oF Lasor DisPuTES

This title, if enacted Into law, would
create a legislative monstrosity and result in
a vast confusion of administrative responsi-
bilities of confiicting agencies.

Having already created, in title I, a Labor
Management Relations Board, an independ-
ent agency of the Covernment, and an
office of Administrator of the National Labor
Relations Act (also “an independent agency
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment”), the authors of the bill establish
in title I an Office of Conciliation, again
“as an independent agency in the executive
branch of the Government,” headed by a
Director of Conciliation. But that is only
the beginning. This title also authorized
the President to make an independent find-
ing that a labor dispute threatens to curtail
commerce or services essential to public
health, safety or interest. It then vests the
Attorney General with the responsibility to
petition a Federal district court for the in-
junction, and subsequently move for the
court discharge of the injunction. At this
stage the Administrator of the NLRA comes
in to conduct a Government-supervised bal-
lot. Next the Secretary of Labor steps in.
Upon notification by the Secretary of Labor,
the Chief Justice of the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia must
act. It is the duty of the Chief Justice to
then convene a Special Advisory Settlement
Board and to assume the chairmanship of
that board. The special board renders an
opinion in 30 days and 15 days later the Ad-
ministrator of the NLRA comes back again
to conduct another Government-supervised
ballot among the employees, to find out.how
they feel about the speclal board's opinion.
How the employer is to express his feeling
about the special board's opinion is not
stated. If one or both parties refuse to ac-
cept the special board’s opinion, the dispute
is back exactly where it started. To accomp-
lish this result, the services of nine dis-
tinct and separate agencies of the Federal
Government are utilized. And this is before
we get to title III, where the United States
Department of Labor is required to maintain
a register and a file of financlial reports of
unions.

Overlapping jurisdiction and conflicting
and unrelated responsibilities of this multi-
plicity of Government agencles and bureaus
is bound to result in a confusion so pro-
found that a speclal arbitrator would seem
to be called for to resolve jurisdictional dis-
putes among the independently acting agents
of the Government. The procedures call for
thousands of Federal agents, repeatedly con-
ducting secret ballots, Investigating and
rendering reports. It requires mountains
of administrative paper work incidental to
Government record-keeping, reports, tabula-
tions, and litigation in the courts. It neces-
sitates huge outlays of public funds to sus-
tain the workings of a teeming bureaucracy
called upon to penetrate into every nook and
ecranny of business firms and of labor or-
ganizations.

Chairman Frep A. HarTrEY, of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, in pub-
lishing the contents of the bill on April 10,
sald that the bill was "our response to the
mandate that the people of the people of
the United States gave us last November.”
We will not venture a guess to what group of
people Congressman HARTLEY refers to as “the
people of the people.” We are sure, however,
that he Is misreading and misstating the
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people's vote of last November, The Novem-
ber vote was a protest against a far-reach-
ing Government oureaucracy and excessive
Federal controls extended intp peacetime.
Then, as now, the people were fed up with
governmental intervention into their private
decisfons and Government control of their
private activities and transactions. It was a
clear and ringing mandate against the very
kind of legislative enactment Mr, HARTLEY
has prepared for the conslderation of Con-
gress.

The proposed bill goes far beyond eny
known precedent in any field In peacetime
Federal Intervention. It extends Federal
control to the very heart of the collective
bargaining. It allows Federal authority to
cut across the binding fiber of the private
contract. It thrusts Federal Government ju-
risdiction into the area now reserved to the
State and loecal jurisdiction. It writes a de-
tailed script for collective-bargaining nego-
tiations whereby labor and management
reach agreement by Government mandate
and not of their own accord, and places heavy
penalties on those who would depart an iota
from the Government-prescribed script. It
regiments the actions of the workers and
employers. It subjects free and voluntary
organizations to all-embracing governmental
control. It does all of these things, and
more, and yet it is offered for the adoption
by the Congress in the name of free enter-
prige,

Sections 201 and 202 remove the United
States Conciliation Service from the United
Btates Department of Labor where it has
effectively functioned for many years and
sets it up as an independent agency. It
would forbid any employee of the Service
to act as an arbitrator. The entire proposal
militates against sound judgment, Is dia-
metrically opposed to the recommendations
of the President's Labor-Management Con-
ference and Is supported by nothing but a
scattered expression of a small minority of
employers.

Sections 203 and 204 prescribe a special
complex procedure to be followed in dis-
putes found by the President to affect com-
merce in public utilities or services esSential
to public health, safety, or interest. The
Norris-LaGuardia Act is repealed with re-
spect to all such cases, permitting the widest
reliance on the court injunction against
unions. The proposed plan is directed en=-
tirely against labor and is completely one-
sided. It provides for a compulsory sub-
mission of such disputes to a fact-finding
special board, headed by the Chief Justice
of the United States Court of Appeals of
the District of Columbia. It again requires
a secret ballot of employees on the accep-
tability of the employer's last offer, without
regard to the union proposal. By setting up
a court of last resort, it promotes protracted
disputes and would serve to thwart the pos-
sibility of a direct settlement. The plan
would contribute nothing to the mainte-
nance of industrial peace and would sub-
ject labor organizations and collective bar-
gaining to oppressive Government regulation
and control.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
and to include as part thereof a state-
ment by the American Federation of La-
bor with reference to H. R. 3020, pur-
suant to consent heretofore granted.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri | Mr, SCHWAEE].

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I feel just a little bit queer
having the gentleman from North Caro-
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lina, a Democrat, make my speech for
me, & Republican.

I agree with the gentleman from North
Carolina that this is a nonpartisan prob-
lem; it is an American issue. What will
make for a strong, virile, free, and sol-
vent America? I regretted when I came
to the Eightieth Congress and found I
could no longer serve under the gentle-
man from North Carolina who was chair-
man of the Committee on Education of
which I was a member, But I have be-
come associated with the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HArTLEY], and I
have found him fair at all times. I have
really enjoyed participating in the com-
mittee of which he is chairman and the
work it has done, We worked sometimes
until midnight. ¥You get a real thrill by
being privileged to play on his team. I
have often thought that if all the people
in New Jersey were like the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HARTLEY] I would
like to go to New Jersey and meet more
of them.

In considering the question before us
today it seems to me that in general
there are two approaches to it. How are
we going to determine what are fair
wages? Are we going to have govern-
mental determination of wages, hours,
and working conditions? Are we going
to restore and maintain the traditional
American wage system where economic
laws rather than governmental edicts
determine how much a man can get for
what he has to offer the public, namely,
his services, his labor?

It seems that in the past few years we
have been going down the line toward
governmental determination in this
country. When we talk about liberalism
and conservatism and antedated ways of
doing things, to me we are harking back
to the old European system of govern-
ment saying what a man can do and
what he cannot do.

We have had perhaps 150 witnesses ap-
pear before our committee, There were
over 2,000,000 words of testimony.
More than one-third of our witnesses
were labor leaders. To a man almost all
these labor leaders were of the opinion
that the solution to our troubles would be
greater union security and when we
would ask them for their recommenda-
tion as to how to solve some of the abuses
that have crept up, invariably they would
recommend greater union security, If
they did not have the closed shop they
wanted that. If they did not have the
check-off they would want that—always
something to make the unions more
powerful.

The question is whether that is the
way the American people want to go on
in the matter of settling what are fair
wages, hours, and working conditions,
and determining those matters, or
whether we want to let economic rules
govern and fix our wages and working
conditions. Which method will make for
a sustained rising standard for our work-
ing people? Which method wil! keep our
people free? Of all union members,
about 77 percent belong to what we call
compulsory membership unions; about
30 percent of the 77 percent belong to
the closed shop; about 27 percent to the
union shop; about 20 percent to mainte-
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nance membership, and I think a small
percentage in other forms.

This bill attempts to put a ban on the
closed shop, and right there let me say
that does not mean the unions will be
completely crippled. In the Railway
Labor Act the closed union shop and
compulsory membership therein is spe-
cifically banned, yet since that time the
railway brotherhood memberships have
doubled and trebled.

Mr. Chairman, we are interested in in-
dividual freedom. We know that during
the war and since there have been vet-
erans who have come back. There were
defense workers during the war who
could not get a job unless they would first
pay tribute to a union. We want to pro-
tect the individual’s right to work with=
out having to pay tribute for the privi-
lege to work.

A lot of union leaders in this country
have as a goal the universal closed shop,
but we are fearful of what that would
lead to in this country. Mr. Van Bitner,
vice president of the CIO, when he was
testifying before our committee, said that
the OPA was as dead as a dodo bird.
Now, I questioned that.

After all, if we go on making our de-
termination ‘of wages and hours and
working conditions not by economic laws
or by economic forces but by governmen-
tal determination, and if we let powerful
unions set prices on wages, hours, and
working conditions, we are going to find
one of these days that by having a huge
powerful labor monopoly, or the Gov-
ernment determining, if you please,
wages, we are also going to have the Gov-
ernment determining commodity prices.
There is a very close, definite relation-
ship between wages, hours, and working
conditions, and commeodity prices, be-
cause 80 to 90 percent of most commodi~
ties is labor after all. So, if we go down
the line we have been going with exces-
sive unionism, union determination of
wages, we are going to have the OPA
back with all of its viciousness.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHWAEE of Missourl. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BUCK. Can the gentleman con-
ceive of a closed shop in which the mem-
ber of a union retains his economic free-
dom?

Mr, SCHWABE of -Missouri. Well, of
course, there have been closed shops for
years and years and in many cases there
were no abuses; in many cases the em-
ployer acquiesced willingly. But, it en=-
ables the union to have a stranglehold.
It furthers the labor monopoly.

There are two powerful weapons that
enable unions now to control or to fix
prices and wages and working conditions
and do it on a national scale. One is
the closed shop and the other is indus-
try-wide bargaining. They are the two
eye teeth in this bill. They are the two
things that we must take care of in this
bill, or else it will be a milk-toast affair.

Mr, OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHWARBE of Missouri.
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. I think what the gen-
tleman from New York was asking, with=-
out saying it specifically, is this: Would

1 yield to
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it be possible for a workman working
under such conditions to achieve his best
effort, or would he be limited in his effort
by a specific order? Could he be paid
for what he does as compared with what
the other man does? 1 think that is
what the gentleman meant by “economic
freedom.”

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. I will
cover that in a moment. I think, per-
sonally, that perhaps industry-wide bar-
gaining is the most important thing;
overshadowing in importance all other
things. In this bill we put a ban on in-
dustry-wide bargaining.

Industry-wide bargaining is undesir-
able for the following reasons: It places
the publie at the mercy of the lahor mo-
nopoly. If impairs employer-employee
relationships. It tends to result in po-
litical determination of conditions of
employment and, lastly, wages cannot be
set in relation fo efficiency of producers.
Individual effort is not given proper
reward. Initiative and technological
progress are stiffed. y

When you have union-wide, nation-
wide, or industry-wide bargaining, what-
ever term you wish to call it, you destroy
the keystone of our free economy, you
destroy competition to a large degree.
Talk about prices! The President of the
United States says that we must lower
prices or else raise wages. Why, with
industry-wide bargsining it makes us
have higher prices, because you in effect
subsidize marginal producers, and in
doing so allow too much profit to efficient
producers; you do not have individual
employers bargaining with their em-
ployees. You destroy competition, and
competition, we have learned from ex-
perience in our country and in other
lands, is the best regulaior of prices the
world has ever known. It keeps prices
not too high and not too low, and when
we stray very far afield and get away
from competition and the fundamental
economic rule, and substitute govern-
mental rule, we get into plenty of trouble.
Then, such a thing as a fair price or
fair wage is only an accident.

So, I speak a good word for this bill.
We must support the ban on industry-
wide bargaining in this bill or we will
go down the line toward a corporate
state, statism, governmental determina-
tion of wages, hours, and working con-
ditions, as well as commodity prices.
Only by placing our reiiance on funda-
mental economic laws rather than po-
litical forces can Americans remain free
and solvent.

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am impressed today
at the number of experts we have on
management and labor relations, so may
I say before I start that I do not hold my-
self out as an expert but I do have some
ideas about this piece of legislation per-
haps a little bit different than those pro-
posed.

In the first place I am a strong advo-
cate of the President’s proposal that we
set up a commission to study this ques-
tion, and not only the problem as it is
represented by symptoms but by causes,
because some of them are very funda-
mental. I do not think we have done
that in this bill or that any Congress has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

gone far enough. I disagree with my
distinguished chairman in that respect.
He feels that he has done a good job, that
he has gone far enough, but I do not.
It is significant that those who have
been shouting the loudest against bu-
reaucracy in Government and the ex-
penditure of taxpayers’ money should
now be the loudest advocates of the es-
tablishment of an immense bureaucracy
in Washington to govern and police the
working people of America and which
would require sums of money far in ex-
cess of the combined annual expendi-
tures of the Conciliation Service and the
National Labor Relations Board. It
would be well for the taxpayers to take
a litile note of what is going on in Wash-
ington among our Republican friends.
The American public is being and has
been propagandized on this subject of
labor regulation for the cbvious purpose

.of compelling this Congress to write in

haste, without proper or adequate study,
a hill to govern the activities of labor
unions and, incidentally, adversely affect
the unorganized groups. As has been
said frequently, this kind of legislation
would desiroy labor organizaiions by de-
stroying the right under the Constitu-
tion to band together in organizations
for security and preservation. It is at
the wage-earning men and women of
America that this propaganda and legis-
lation is direcied. It is they and only
they who are being persecuted.

There is little I can say that would
change by one iota the purpose of the
leadership in this House. What con-
cerns me most is that legislation de-
signed to correct certain evils should be
written with such inadequate prepara-
tion, investigation, and study. This
Congress has completely ignored the
warning of the President in his State of
the Union message that—

We must not under stress of emotion en-
danger our American freedoms by taking
fll-considered action which will lead to re-
sults not anticipated or desired.

Who is there to say that this proposed
legislation does not run counter to the
warning of the President? It will do
just whet he said—Ilead to results not
anticipated or desired. The President
also goes on to say:

On June 11, 1946, in my message vetoing
the Case bill I made a comprehensive state-
ment of my views concerning labor-manage-
ment relations. 1 sald then, and I repeat
now, that the solution of labor-management
difficulties is to be found not only in legis-
lation dealing directly with labor legislation
but also in a program designed to remove
the causes of insecurity felt by many work-
ers in our industrial scciety.

Here lies the nub of labor unrest and
labor disputes—insecurity. What has
this Congress or any committee of this
Congress done to study and discover the
underlying causes of Ilabor unrest?
Exactly nothing. Instead time has been
devoted to the fackling of sympioms,
not causes. Would that Congress could
cease being a medicine man and be-
come a physician.

House Joint Resolution 83 has been
lying in the House Labor Committee since
January 23 of this year. This resolution
called for six Members of the Senate, six
Members of the House, and eight mem-
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bers to be appointed from the public by
the President of the United States. This
Commission was to make a complete and
thorough study of the underlying causes
of lzbor unrest and the report was to be
in the hands of the President on or before
June 1, 1947. It seems clear fo me that
had this resolution been aclted on the
material before the Congress by June 1
would have been the proper material to
inform the Congress on labor-manage-
ment-relation problems. How different
this would have been from the program
that has been carried out. As an illus-
tration, the Committee on Economic De-
velopment, which is composed of some of
the ou ing businessmen of the
country, took 8 monihs for a study on
how to m ke collective bargaining more
effective. The Committee on Education
and Labor atiempted to cover the whole
field of labor-management relations in
a quarter of the fime required by this
business group to study only one phase
of the subject.

Whatever else might be said about the
great array of witnesses who appeared
before the commitiee, it cannot be said
that these witnesses bore complete, or
accurate testimony on the basic problems
affecting Iabor-management relations.
Are we fo legislate upon this kind of
informaiion? I hope not. I do not be-
lieve the American public would accept
ii. I do not believe the workers of this
country would accept if. This legisla-
tion, if enacted, and even as it is pro-
posed, will create bitterness in the hearts
of the working people, for they will feel,
and jusily so, that their rights are being
denied them.

We are all deeply concerned these days
about the activities of the Communist
Party, and yet in this type of legisia-
tion we cultivate and fertilize the soil
for the sowing and reaping of commu-
nism. I was inferested in reading re--
cently an article in the March issue of
Atlantic Monthly entitled “Can Labor De-
feat the Communists?” by Meriyn Pit-
zele, who is labor editor of Business
Week. The last two paragraphs are
significant, and I quote them hecause
they mske my point much better than
I myself could:

If the growing tide of Communist power
in the labor movement is to be turned and
if it is not to become renascent, the public
has two great responsibilities., It must first
see that the unions are not broken by hasty,
ill-considered, or dubiously motivated legis-
lation passed in a mood of hysteria engen-
dered by strikes. Breaking established union
institutions would drive the American labor
movement underground and deliver it lock,
stock, and barrel to the Communist Party.
Only the Communists have the competence
for running conspiratorial organizations in
America today and when the labor move-
ment did come up again from underground,
it would be brought up by them as a full-
fledged revolutionary vanguard prepared to
fight for state power.

Finally, most important of all, there exists
the public obligation, which no citizen can
escape, to prevent another depression. With
their present resources, give the Communists
national unemployment on anything lke
the scale of the early thirties and they will
use it to selze more than part of the labor
movement. Nothing that could happen In
this country or in the world would better
serve their power drive or the interests of
their masters in Moscow.
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So, in our activities we are perfectly
oblivious to the needs of vast millions
of working people in our country. We
permitted the cost of living to rise, we
destroyed what few regulations we had,
and permitted shortages to occur in the
basic necessities of life—all with the idea
that business itself would take care of
production and prices. Then we pro-
ceeded to take from the hands of the
working people the instrumentalities
which they have for their own improve-
ment. And, then, we wonder why
strange “isms” will creep into the minds
of these people. The living standards of
every American family are threatened by
this bill. Not only organized, but unor-
ganized, workers will be driven to lower
standards of living. Hunger and inse-
curity will come into their homes. All
of our workers, industrial workers, clerks,
white-collar workers, salesmen, will be
hurt by the enactment of this legisla-
tion. Strangely enough there was very
little testimony before our committee
with relation to the average wage to-
day, the cost of living today, the in-
evitable depression which is coming,
although these are basic considerations
in the problem.

This bill, H. R. 3020, was written
around certain premises. For instance,
someone said at sometime that the rank
and file members of labor unions are
coerced and compelled to follow leaders
which they do not like, that undemo-
cratic practices are followed in the af-
fairs of labor unions. How was this de-
termined? Who is capable of saying
these these accusations are true or false?
Certainly, no investigation was made of
these charges, and they are only two
of many. Can it be assumed that over
14,000,000 working people of America
join Iabor unions because they are co-
erced or threatened? Those who say
that, they have no understanding of the
impending motives which cause people to
band together in labor organizations.
There may be instances of coercion hav-
ing taken place, but such a great num-
ber of people must have been willing
to unionize voluntarily. Why have
these charges not been investigated?
Why do we close our eyes to a complete
examination of them? That is one of
the mystifying things, and the only con-
clusion one can draw is that we do not
want to know the truth, that we want to
believe what appeals to us most. Iknow
from personal experience that many of
these charges are not true. I know how
eager working people are to have the
opportunity to join labor organizations.
I know that threats or violence or in-
timidation cannot keep them away from
organization meetings.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EELLEY. 1 yield.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would like o say
for the benefit of the Members of the
House that the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KeLLey] is in the coal-min-
ing business in private life, and he has
had a great deal more experience with
the hiring of labor than the average
Member of this House. Therefore, I
think the words he is giving us come from
the standpoint of an employer who has
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had experience in the hiring of many .

people.

Mr. KELLEY. Ithank the gentleman.

I wish everyone could have the op-
portunity to read the minority report,
and the majority report along with it.
I believe the reader would be convinced
that there is much confusion in the
minds of those who support H. R. 3020.
I believe the reader will find that the
minority report clearly points out the
danger of this drastic amendment to the
National Labor Relations Act, of the
host of unfair labor practices by em-
ployees, of the destruction of union
security, of the amendments to the Clay-
ton Act, the Norris-LaGuardia Act, the
Corrupt Practices Act, and others, and
shows beyond a doubt that the ultimate
objective of the bill is to weaken labor
unions in their collective-bargaining pro-
cedures, I believe the reader will readily
see that this bill is entirely in opposition
to the wisdom of the President's pro-
posal. 7 -

It should be borne in mind here that
all management is not interested in this
kind of legislation. - We have been hear-
ing from a most articulate and vociferous
group in management, but I am not con-
vinced that this group speaks for man-
agement as a whole. I think manage-
ment would find this legislation a nui-
sance. If the managers think they have
trouble now, just let them try to operate
under this proposed legislation. They
will be coming down here to Congress
and crying to high heaven for relief. If
the legislators who are the proponents of
this measure imagine for 1 minute that
it is going to bring peace between labor
and management, they are in for a sud-
den and serious awakening. The Ameri-
can workingman is a long-suffering in-
dividual, as past history will prove, but
he will subject himself to chains only so
long. The day will always come when he
will rise up and smite his enemies. The
supporters of H. R. 3020 must overlook
the fact that anything that circum-
scribes the liberties of the workingman
and his right to improve his working
conditions and security is violently re-
sented, because it is not only he but his
family who is affected. It is the threat-
ened impoverishment of his children, the
deprivation of proper feod and clothing
and education, which creates bitterness
in him. So we had better weigh well the
consequences of any kind of legislation
that affects the intimate life of our work-
ing people.

In any legislation we should attempt
to raise the standard of living, not drive
it down. All society is benefited by such
a positive approach rather than a nega-
tive one. We should not forget that
there are between 55 and 60 million
working people in this country who have
families. They are the great bulk of our
population. The imposition of this kind
of legislation by a few is contrary to
the concepts of a free people. Again I
say that what we need at this time are
enlightened physicians, not medicine
men.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. McCONNELL].

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I
*take this opportunity to speak a word of
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praise concerning our chairman, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. HART-
1EY]. He has worked day and night and
has been preeminently fair. It has been
a pleasure to serve under him. ;

Mr. Chairman, for the first time in any
bill submitted to this House for vote, the
American workingman is to be protected
from the unfair labor practices of labor
organizations, by provisions which, in
effect, constitute a bill of rights for
workers. Some refer to these provisions
as union democracy. They are definite
steps forward in the emancipation of the
individual worker., They are distinet
gains for the worker. In view of that
fact, is it not strange that the labor
leaders who appeared before the com-
mittee suggested none of these pro-
visions? Probably the most noteworthy
feature of the hearings was the almost
uniform opposition of the labor leaders to
any changes in the present labor laws.
They urged us to let well enough alone.
If the past and present conditions were
good, if labor peace exists, then their ar-
gument would be sound, and would be
most persuasive. But you know the facts
prove otherwise. J

The words of the testimony piled up
story after story of violence, intimida-
tion, and extortion, community paraly-
sis, conspiracies to stop the necessities of
life—food, fuel, transportation, and
communications—econspiracies to re-
striet production, and to control prices;
denial of rights to employ, or be em-
ployed; denial of free speech; invasion
and suppression of democratic processes
by the Federal agencies, in collusion
with union tyranny; denial of home rule
to workers; communistic infiltration and
un-Americanism,

The labor leaders brush aside these ex-
amples of union coercion, violence, and
communistic domination by saying they
are but isolated cases. Mr. Chairman,
we were able to obtain only a sampling
in such a short period of time, but the
record clearly discloses a distinct pat-
tern, extending from Connecticut to
California, and from Wisconsin to Ala-
bama.

The record of the testimony, the pub-
lic-opinion polls, and the mail from peo-
ple throughout the length and breadth of
the land, demand correction of these con-
ditions. They cry out for the adoption
of fair and equitable rules of conduct to
be observed by labor and management
in their relations with one another; for
the protection of the rights of individual
workers in their relations with labor or-
ganizations and employers; and for the
recognition that the public interest is
paramount in labor disputes affecting
commerce, which endanger the health,
safety, or welfare of all our citizens.

The bill before you today seeks to ac-
complish these purposes. Yet we find
these same labor leaders who refused to
cooperate in any way during the hear-
ings, who stated that no changes were
needed, who were contemptuous- of
Members of Congress attempting to find
a proper solution of these problems,
now launching a propaganda campaign
to smear the bill and those who partici-
pated in its preparation. THe familiar
slogans of “antilabor,” “reactionary,”
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“PFascists,” and so forth, are hurled forth
in every direction.

Actually, how unfair to the individual
laboring man is this bill? Page after
page speaks of the rights of the employee,
of the workingman; and sets up provi-
sions to safeguard them. Would the
labor leaders wish to eliminate them?
Would they wish to do away with the
provisions to safeguard the public infer-
est in certain types of strikes?

The bill continues the right of the
workingman to organize and bargain
collectively. Not one word—and this
should be emphasized, Mr. Chairman,
not one word—calls for lower wages, or
poorer working conditions. It recog-
nizes his right to select his own bar-
gaining representative by secret ballot,
free from any coercion from an employer
or a labor organization. If sets up pro-
cedures for collective bargaining, instead
of following the hit-or-miss methods of
the past, which only led to friction and
misunderstanding befween employer and
employee over the question as to whether
or not collective bargaining had actually
taken place. Methods are prescribed to
insure that the workingman will be in-
formed of the issues of a dispute, the
areas of agreement and disagreement,
the latest offer of the employer, and then
the opportunity by secret ballot to decide
for himself, whether he wishes to accept
the latest offer of the employer or to
strike.

Under the designation of unfair labor
practices, an employer cannot interiere
with an employee in the formation or
administration of a labor union, nor can
the employer refuse to bargain collec-
tively with the representative selected
by the employee, nor can the employer
discharge an employee because he filed
charges or testified under this bill, nor
can an employer deduct money from an
employee’s own pay check for union dues,
fees, or assessments without written per-
mission of the employee, who has the
right to withdraw this permission at any
time on 30 days’ written notice.

Are these provisions antilabor?

And here are the new provisions, de-
fining the unfair labor practices on the
part of a labor organization: Unions can-
not interfere or coerce individuals in
their right to organize or bargain col-
lectively, nor can they compel them to
become or remain a member of any la-
bor organization. They cannot normally
charge initiation fees greater than $25
per member, nor charge dues that are
noi uniform for the same class of mem-
bers, nor sell work permits, nor deny any
member the right to resign from a
union at any time. A labor organization
cannot deny a secret ballot on any ques-
tion involving fees, dues, assessments,
fines, striking, or union policy; nor fail
to hold elections of officers at least every
4 years; nor expel or suspend any mem-
ber without an opportunity to be heard,
or on any ground other than, first, non-
payment of dues; second, disclosing con-
fidential information of the labor organi-
zation; third, participating in a violation
of a collective-bargaining agreement of
his union; fourth, being & member of or
promoting the Communist Party; fifth,
conviction of a felony; sixth, scandalous
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. conduct, tending to bring the labor or-
ganization into disrepute.

A labor union cannot fine or discrimi-
nate against any member because he
criticized the organization or its officers,
or because he failed to contribute, sup-
port, or vote for some candidate for civil
or labor organization office; nor can a
labor organization employ or direct any
person to spy upon any member, or in-
timidate his family, or injure the person
or property of a member or his family.

Are these bill-of-rights provisions
antilabor?

This bill seeks to protect the freedom
of the individual worker. It attempts to
emancipate him from abuses of power
by either a labor organization or an em-
ployer, Again, let it be stressed—not one
word calls for lower wages or poorer
working conditions.

Does the individual worker know that?

Has he been informed of all the pro-
visions in this bill?

Does he consider the entire bill anti-
labor?

Why not let the individual worker
decide for himself?

He and the public should be the real
judges in the last analysis.

Mr, LESINSEIL Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MappEN],

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act which was en-
acted 12 years ago, has been known as
labor’s bill of rights. It was intended to
encourage collective bargaining between
employer and employee. It gave em-
ployees freedom to join unions without
employer interference. When the prac-
tice of collective bargaining is universally
accepted in good faith by the American
employer and employee, we will enjoy
industrial peace.

I am opposed to H. R. 3020, known as
the Hartley bill, because it practically
nullifies the Wagner Act. It also com-
plicates and weakens the collective-bar-
gaining procedure. Collective bargain-
ing between employer and employee is
democracy in action.

In 1935 when the Wagner Act was
passed, less than 4,000,000 wage earners
were unionized. Today there are ap-
proximately 15,000,000 in both affiliated
and independent unions. Since 1935,
wages, working conditions, and living
conditions have greatly improved, not
only for the 15,000,000 union members,
but also for approximately 30,000,000
other American wage earners.

One of the greatest accomplishments
of the Wagner Act has been that it pro-
tected the employee if he desired to join
a union. Previous to the Wagner Act,
most individual wage earners were un-
able to bargain on an equal plane with
their employers. Most employers as-
serted their economic power by destroy-
ing the wage earners' attempt to pool
their numerical strength. It was then
impossible to establish that eguality of
position between the parties in which true
liberty of contract begins. You cannot
have collective bargaining until em-
ployees are free to act without fear of
employer retaliation.

The Wagner Act was designed to pro-

tect and to encourage the institution of
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collective bargaining as marriage laws
are designed to protect and encourage the
institution of the family. But happy
labor relations are no more guaranteed
by the one than happy domestic rela-
tions are by the other. In the field of
labor relations, the human element is
very important. Attitudes, mutual fore-
bearance, and consideration, are no less
important than in family relations.

We are emerging from the economic
afterefiect of the greatest war imn all
history.

Since VJ-day, the take-home pay of
the industrial worker has decreased over
30 percent. The wartime 48-hour week
was reduced to 40 hours. The cost of
living in industrial areas has sky-rock-
eted 35 percent since the shooting war
stopped. The major portion of this un-
reasonable increase in the cost of foed,
clothing, and so forth, took place since
price control was ruined last June with
the power of the Republican leadership
leading the execution.

A great number of employers who tes-
tified at hearings on this bill, admitted
that reduced take-home pay and the in-
creased cost of living since VJ-day con-
tributed greatly to labor unrest and
strikes during the last year and a half.

Last June the Republicans in Congress
killed price control and the cost of living
has skyrocketed. This impossible eco-
nomic situation is the cause of our in-
dustrial unrest. Congress should try and
solve the high cost of living problem
instead of trying to saddle the so-called
Hartley bill on the backs of the American
wage earners. The Hartley bill will pro-
mote industrial confusion and chaos and
postpone reconversion beyond measure,

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

The Committee on Education and
Labor held hearings for a period of 5
weeks. The vast majority of the wit-
nesses who testified before the commit-
tee were bitterly antilabor and a great
number were employers who had ex-
perienced labor difficulties and strikes,
On questions propounded by some of the
minority members, it was revealed that
practically all the employer witnesses
had made no effort to comply with the
collective-bargaining provisions of the
National Labor Relations Act. Press re-
leases were given almost daily during
these hearings by the chairman and some
of the Republican members in order to
build up a case against union labor in
the minds of the American public. Ina
number of instances, witnesses testify-
ing in behalf of union labor were heckled,
interrupted, and silenced so they were
unable to present their views in a coher-
ent fashion. On the other hand, wit-
nesses who were offering testimony in
criticism and opposition to the Wagner
Act or union labor, were listened to in
courteous silence by the majority mem-
bers of the committee. If they failed to
make a point, there was always a helpful
Republican Congressman ready, alert,
and willing to explain his meaning more
clearly.

After the public hearings closed, the
committee members of the majority
party held secret sessions and proceeded
to write H. R. 3020, known as the Hartley
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bill. The majority of the minority mem-
bers were excluded from these meetings.
For over 2 weeks the iron curtain was
drawn against most of the minority
members, and, finally the gentleman
from New Jersey, Chairman HARTLEY,
called an executive meeting of the com-
mittee for 1 p. m. on last Thursday, April
10, to vote on this bill. The minority
members received a copy of this bill a few
hours before the committee meeting.
The Member from Indiana, now address-
ing the House, moved that the executive
committee meeting be postponed until
10 a. m. the following Monday to give
the minority members an opportunity to
study this 68-page document of labor
legislation. I asked that we be given time
to acquaint ourselves with the compli-
cated mechanism of this highly involved
bill. My motion did not prevail.

Since becoming a Member of this
House, I have served on the Post Office
and Post Roads Committee. During that
service, former Chairman Burch, of the
Post Office Committee, did not at any
time call together the majority members
formally or infermally to the exclusion
of the minority members. During the
last session, I served on the Naval Affairs
Committee. At no time did the gentle-
man from Georgia, Chairman CARL VIN-
son, call the majority members of the
committee formally or informally to the
exclusion of the minority members. In
composing this legislation, the chairman
of the Committee on Education and La-
bor, with the cooperation of the majority
members, succeeded in practically elim-
inating the two-party system as far as
the legislative operations of this com-
mittee are concernea I am confldent
that when the membership of this House,
after listening to the debate in the Com-
mittee of the Whole and making a thor-
ough study of the complex, highly in-
volved legalistic structure and the re-
strietive provisions which will, if enacted,
deny the wage earner of America ade-
quate collective-bargaining protection,
the now apparent solid Republican en-
dorsement of this bill will be greatly
shattered.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

The Supreme Court has often pointed
out that collective bargaining under the
present act, means *‘negotiating in good
faith.” Yet nowhere in the definition of
collective bargaining in this act is there
any reference to good faith. The
parties are required to hold at least five
conferences during a 30-day period to
discuss the issues in the dispute. But
the 30-day period does not begin to run
until the first conference has been held.
It vaguely requires that this conference
must be held within a reasonable time
after receipt of proposal by one party.
This would avail an obstinate employer
numerous delaying tactics to the detri-
ment of the wage earner. The only
course of the wage earner in the face of
such tactics would be the filing of an un-
fair labor practice before the board.
After a long period necessary for a hear-
ing and appeal, the employer might be
ordered to bargain collectively. During
this period, the wage earner would be de-
nied the use of his only weapon, his con-
stitutional right to strike.
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If the parties could not reach an agree-
ment during the so-called 30-day period,
the employees would still be prevented
from engaging in a strike to enforce their
demands because of further procedural
requirements which by their nature
would bring further delay. Thus the
employer would be given a reasonable
time to inform the employees of the is-
sues and his last offer of settlement.
And again, after the employees are so
informed, the administrator is given a
reasonable time to provide for the re-
quired secret ballot. Even if the admin-
istrator desires to expedite the balloting,
the present practice of the majority party
of denying sufficient funds to Ilabor
agencies in the executive branch of the
Government, would undoubtedly make it
impossible to employ sufficient personnel
to hold such elections promptly.

The provision requiring the union and
the employer to make separate summa-
tions of the issues and their positions on
the issues to the employees is another
delaying maneuver. The method of pre-
senting the issue would resolve itself into
a confusing propaganda campaign. Each
side would attempt for position in a more
favorable light.

From the above, one can plainly see
that this legislation is a clever maneuver
to destroy collective bargaining and deny
the wage earner his only weapon to bet-
ter his working conditions and income,
to wit: the right to strike.

CHECK~OFF

This bill makes it an unfair-labor
practice for employers to make deduc-
tions from employees’ compensation for
union dues, known as the check-off.

This system, whereby pay-roll deduc-
tions are made for payment to union
organizations of certain authorized
funds, is well established in the Ameri-
can industrial pattern and widespread
in its application.

In the manufacturing industries alone,
nearly 5,000,000 workers, approximately
50 percent of all workers in this indus-
try, had their union dues checked off in
1946. Both in effect and in theory, the
subject of the check-off is a legitimate
subject of contract and meets with the
approval of the great majority of manu-
facturers.

THE CLOSED SHOP AND UNION SECURITY

This bill makes it an unfair-labor
practice for an employer to reguire mem-
bership in a union as a condition of em-
ployment.

The effect of this section outlaws the
closed-shop provisions in existing con-
tracts covering millions of workers and
would result in nullifying many of these
contracts in their entirety. The result
would be chaos and confusion of indus-
trial relations in vast and vital sectors
of our economy. Union security agree-
ments have a recognized function in in-
dustrial relations. Such agreements pre-
vent nonunion workers from sharing in
the benefits resulting from union activi-
ties without also sharing in the obliga-
tions. They are a manifestation of the
democratic principle of majority rule and
the sharing of the obligations by a mi-
nority in return for benefits received.
They prevent the weakening of labor or-
ganizations by discrimination against
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union members, and eliminate the low-
ering of standards caused by competition
with nonunion workers, and thereby pro-
mote higher efficiency and productivity.
They give to labor organizations a sense
of security from attack by rivals and
thereby facilitate good relations with
management. They also enable union
leaders to devote more attention to ad-
ministration of collective agreements
and less to defending themselves against
raiding.

If this bill were designed, among other
things, to outlaw the closed shop, closed
union arrangement only, and to permit
union security arrangements that were
not based on the closed union.practice, it
has gone far beyond what was needed
to achieve that purpose. This, in effect,
means that the union is shorn of its pow-
er to discipline its own members for good
cause.

DENIAL OF INDUSTRY-WIDE BARGAINING

In outlawing indusfry-wide bargain-
ing, this bill disregards the fact that
employers compete with one another,
both as to the price and quality of their
product and for labor. It is unthink-
able, for example, that the large steel
manufacturers, all of whom compete for
labor in the Indiana Calumet area, can
pay a different wage scale. Yet, this
provision would necessarily mean that
the wage levels of entire industries would
be forced down to the lowest level which
any substantial group of employees were
inclined to, or could, accept.

Under this subsection of the bill a
union that has been designated as a col-
lective-bargaining representative would
be ineligible to be certified as the repre-
sentative of the employees of any com-
peting employer, unless the employees
involved are less than 100 in number and
the plants of the employers involved are
less than 50 miles apart. A provision
more inconsistent with the policy of the
bill set out in section 1. to minimize 1n-
dustrial strife and to encourage peaceful
settlement of labor disputes, could
scarcely be imagined.

The impairment of industry-wide bar-
gaining that might well follow from the
enactment of this bill would upset exist-
ing collective-bargaining pratices which
have proved successful in many indus-
tries and made important contributions
to industrial peace.

Employers as much as employees have
benefited from this practice and have
testified in favor of its continuance.
Such widely varied employer groups as
the men’s clothing industry, the full-
fashioned hosiery, ship building, and the
maritime industries have testified to the
efficacy of industry-wide bargaining as a
means of promoting stability and peace
in industrial relations.

Experience has shown also that indus-
try-wide bargaining has made a valuable
contribution to the promotion and main-
tenance of fair standards in wages,
hours, and working conditions, to the
benefit not only of the living standards
of the wage earners of this country but
also the prosperity of the employers in
the industry. The stabilization of wage
rates through industry-wide bargaining
has helped to discourage unfair competi-
tion with respect to wage rates and has
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enabled the great majority of fair-
minded employers fto operate at the
American level of fair play and decency.

Although the sponsors of this proposal
undoubtedly did not intend if, one of the
significant effects of any weakening of
industry-wide bargaining would be to
seriously impair the bargaining power of
many employers. Unions would be
aided in a policy of picking off employers
one by one. Employers who sought to
protect themselves against such tactics
by organizing and bargaining as a unit
would be hurt by a limitation on indus-
try-wide bargaining. On the other
hand, unscrupulous labor racketeers or
radical elements would be free to follow
a policy of divide and conquer. That is
the reason why small employers, par-
ticularly, look to industry-wide bargain-
ing as their only hope of gaining some
approximation of equality with large and
powerful unions.

CONCLUSION

I would heartily endorse any practical
legislation that would aid in eliminating
industrial disputes. Had the Congress
followed President Truman's recommen-
dation in his State of the Union message,
we would be well on our way toward com-
mon-sense and stable legislation for
industrial peace. The President recom-
mended that the Congress create a tem-
porary joint commission to inquire into
the entire field of labor-management re-
lation, composed of 12 Members of Con-
gress chosen by Congress and 8 members
representing the public, management,
and labor. He suggested that this com-
mission investigate and make recom-
mendations on certain changes, such
as:

First. Nation-wide strikes in vital in-
dustries affecting the public interest;

Second. Methods and procedures for
carrying out the collective-bargaining
process; and

Third. The underlying cause of man-
agement-labor disputes.

The consuming public of America well
remembers President Truman’s request
a year ago that Congress continue price
control and keep down the cost of living,
Had the above recommendations of our
President been followed, the cost of liv-
ing would have been controlled and in-
creased wage demands and industrial
disputes would not be haunting the
American people today. The responsi-
bility for the rejection of the above re-
quest of President Truman can be laid
at the door of the Republican leadership
in Congress. In its place the Republi-
can-controlled Eightieth Congress is now
presenting to the American people this
legislative monstrosity known as H. R.
3020, the Hartley labor bill.

I am fearful that if this bill is enacted
into law in its present form, industrial
democracy in America will be shattered.
Living wages, good working conditions,
and future security for the American
home is the greatest bulwark we have
against fascism and communism.

Since VJ-day we have been strugegling
with peacetime reconversion and grad-
ually overcoming the natural aftermath
of the greatest war in our history. I
hope the Congress will not impede our
fight to return to peacetime prosperity
by enacting this legislation and discour=
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aging over 50,000,000 wage earners of the
Nation.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Gwinn].

Mr. GWINN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MappEN] who has just addressed the
Committee, criticized this bill because it
would, said he, in effect nullify the Wag-
ner Act. I, for one, wish it did. If this
bill eould simply read, “The Wagner Act
of 1934 is hereby repealed, period,” this
would be a great law and a great day in
American jurisprudence.

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield.

Mr. RAMEY. I was quite concerned
early in the afternoon when the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
MACK] in good faith asked a question, not
for or against this bill, but which im-
pugned, to a great extent, the honor of
Congress. The question was not an-
swered. I asked the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr, Lesinsgi] to yield and he
refused to yield. I also asked the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. HorFrman] and
he did not yield. The gentleman from
Massachusetts asked the question or made
the statement that there had been a
rumor that someone has lobbied, not be-
fore the committee, not in testimony, not
in the open, but as if it had reached
hotel rooms, as has been reported in some
of the newspapers.

What I as a Member of Congress would
like to know is whether any Congress-
man has met on this bill with groups in
hotel rooms. If so, their names should
be given out; if not, such implications
and innuendos should not be made.

With all the testimony that has been
heard on this bill in the open light of day
in the committee room in the presence
of members of both sides, I wish to ask
a member of the committee what I was
going to ask both the gentleman from
Michigan and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, but they refused to yield to

me.,

Mr. GWINN of New York. I thank the
gentleman from Ohio for asking the
question as to how the bill was drawn
and where. It has also been recorded
that this is the first time in something
like 14 years that a major bill of this
kind has actually been drawn in the Con-
gress and in the Congressmen’s own
rooms. I suppose it may be an occasion
for wonder. I believe I worked with the
commitiee nearly every night after the
hearings. As you know, the hearings
ran for 7 weeks. When we had finished
examining witnesses during the day
about the only time the Members had
to work was at night, and various Mem-
bers were working continuously, some-
times until 2 and 3 o’clock in the morn-
ing in their own rooms.

I know of no occasion when any Mem-
ber met with others in hotel rooms in
connection with the drawing of this bill.

There are seven or eight lawyers on the
majority side of the committee and they
worked long hours and late on these pro-
visions.

‘We did have the advice and counsel of
Jerry Morgan, who was the counsel of
the committee for 15 years, He worked
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very diligently on the bill; but we had
the benefit of his knowledge and advice
as the Democrats themselves had for 15
years prior to this year. We have had,
of course, a tremendous number of pro-
posed bills offered to us in the committee.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. I1havea very high
regard for Jerry Morgan, and I know him
in connection with the legislative service,
but is he still connected with the legisla-
tive service of the Congress?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I do not
know.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I understand he
is not, that he is now outside of Gov-
ernment service. Now, with no reflection
on Mr. Morgan, the gentleman has given
a piece of evidence which shows that a
very able man, but a man with outside
connections, assisted in the drafting of
the bill. There is no impugning of mo-
tives, for he is a very fine gentleman and
I have a very high regard for him, but I
understand Mr. Morgan is no longer con-
nected with the legislative counsel of the
House.

I proceed no further because under no
condition would I 'personally draw any
inferences of his sincerity or that of
those associated with him, but I under-
stand he is no longer connected with the
House organization.

Mr. GWINN of New York. I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for not
drawing any inferences. I hope those
who have any inferences to draw will
specify the names and places where they
say conferences took place outside the
corridors of this Congress.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The thing that
really is important is the substance of
this bill and not who helped prepare the
bill. Is not that true?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. It makes no
real difference where you get the benefit
of certain information; you can take it
and use it or not as you see fit. There
is not a Member of this Congress, in-
cluding the leadership on the Demo-
cratic side, that does not receive sug-
gestions and advice from all sorts of
people.

As far as I am concerned, and as far
as any decent Member of Congress is
concerned, I expect to legislate as I see
fit, taking all of the information I can
receive from any and all sources, using
my own judgment and my own con-
science and what little intelligence God
gives me to write the kind of legislation
I believe will be proper for the Congress
to pass upon. ¥

Mr. GWINN of New York. I thank
the gentleman for referring to the fact
that the real test is whether or not we
know a good idea when we see one.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield for one further question?
Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. Is it not a fact
that a man by the name of Van Bittner,
now connected with the CIO, testified
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before your committee that he wrote the
famous Wagner Act?

Mr, GWINN of New York. I am glad
the gentleman mentions that. We al-
most had a fist fight between Van Bittner
and Green as to which one wrote the
Wagner bill.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. What differ-
ence does it make who wrote it if Con-
gress finds it is a good law and passes it?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I do not
think there should be any difference at
all.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield again?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am very much
interested in the general observation
made by the outstanding brain of the
Republican Party in the House.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. McCORMACK. I hope he will
very carefully check what he just said
and put some very sharp limitations
upon it, because it is important whom
one works with at times. Certainly if
there were a power lobby operating up
there and they were sitting in in connec-
tion with the draftinz of a bill, I know
the gentleman would not stand for that.
The gentleman has opened up a lot of
questions. His statement is general, and
I suggest to my friend that he very care-
fully edit what he said because he stated
in his general remarks that anything can
go. Well, everything cannot go under
certain conditions.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
tleman yield further?

Will the gen-

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. May I say to

the gentleman from New York for the
distinet benefit of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, and I stand upon this
statement, that after all the thing that
counts in connection with legislation is
the legislation itself. Why I have even
known of good ideas, legislatively speak-
ing, coming from the Democratic side of
the aisle in this House. I have sup-
ported such legislative ideas, not because
of the source from which they came but,
rather, because they stood on their own
feet and my own judgment, my own con-
science, my own intellect told me they
were good suggestions. Perhaps the
gentleman may find good suggestions in
many different sources in this life of
ours, Even Tommy Corcoran and our
friend Cohen, the famous writers of the
“must” legislation of the New Deal days,
brought bills up here that the gentlemen
of this House accepted without question
at all, some of the great legislation for
which some Members I see on the floor
have received great credit. That came
from individuals who were in no way con-
nected with the Congress.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sorry I put
my friend on the defensive so much.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
does not have me on the defensive, but,
rather, he is in the position where he
will have the opportunity to explain some
of the discrepancies of the past.

I would like to conclude by saying to
the gentleman from New York that the
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testimony given before the Rules Com-
mittee indicated very clearly that this
bill was the legislative work of the mem-
bers of this committee. While it is true
that most of the work on this hill was
done by the Republican members of the
committee, that is nothing new or
nothing unusual. The Republicans have
been doing most of the work for a long
while in this Congress. The Republican
Party now has the responsibility for pre-
paring and bringing legislation to this
floor for action. That is exactly what
this committee has done, as I understand
it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman five additional min-
utes.

Mr. MACKINNON. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MAcKINNON. I would like to an-
swer the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr, DINGELL. Where? [

Mr. GWINN of New York. In room
547, Old House Office Building.

Mr. MacKINNON. Who asked that
question?

Mr. DINGELL., I did.

Mr. MacKINNON. I thought so. I
may say this, in answer to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, that immedi-
ately after the conclusion of our hear-
ings and before a word was put on paper,
and without any outside lobbying or in-
terference, we voted as to how we stood
on every single controversial proposition
in this bill,

This legislation in its present form,
while it is not in conformance with the
wishes or desires of any single member
of the committee, conforms exactly to
what the committee members on the Re-
publican side voted for, plus the final
amendments that were made when the
bill went to the full committee. In the
earlier actions I understand that Demo-
cratic Members who were friendiy to the
idea of legislation were contacted, and
I personally discussed some of the is-
sues with some of them. Does that an-
swer the gentleman’s question?

Mr. McCORMACK. I am just simply
inquiring. The gentleman mentioned
Jerry Morgan's name, The Republican
members met by themselves, did they?

Mr. MAcKINNON. That is right, and
consulted with the friendly Democrats.

Mr. GWINN of New York. With fur-
ther reference to the gentleman from In-
diana, who is a member of the commit-
tee, and his complaint about not having
more time to work on this bill. He was
like Mr. Green and Mr. Bittner and Mr.
Murray, who testified that positively not
a dot nor the crossing of a “t" should
be changed on their bill, and that was
the atiitude for more than 2 days of the
gentleman from Indiana who voted
against every provision. We naturally
assumed that if we went on for days, his
attitude towards this bill would be the
same. I trust we have not missed any-
thing.

Mr. MADDEN, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GWINN of New York, I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.
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Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman from
New York is incorrect when he states that
I voted against every provision. I voted
“present” a number of times.

Mr. GWINN of New York. I beg the
gentleman’s pardon. I am glad to be
corrected.

Ncw, the reason this bill has to be
changed, if we are going to have any
legislation at all to improve our labor
relations, is illustrated by the provision
that exempts supervisors. You know,
the original bill was enacted to protect
labor from bosses—f{rom so-called pow-
erfu’ combinations of employers. No-
body ever dreamed that the rank-and-
file leadership would get around and
finally press the supervisors—the fore-
men in the plants—to make them join
a union. After a while they saw it
worked so well that they said, “He is our
boss now, but we will take him in and
then we will boss him.” By the same
token, after a while, they can take in
the vice presidents of the company and
say, “Let us boss the whole outfit.” They
could do it because they have such tre-
mendous votes. They could take in or
exclude anybody in their bargaining unit
that they wanted to take in. So this law
simply excludes supervisors. They can-
not belong to a rank-and-file union or-
ganization; they are supposed to repre-
sent management; they are supposed to
direct and to discipline and to be loyal
to the managementi’s point of view.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the bill pro-
vide any kind of union for foremen or
supervisors?

Mr. GWINN of New York. It does not.
It simply excludes them. Supervisors or
foremen may organize as they did before
the Wagner Act, but they have no stand-
ing under this bill.

Mr. CRAWFORD. But it does abso-
lutely prohibit affiliation with a rank and
file union.

Mr. GWINN of New York. It does.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Ithank the gentle-
man.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield.

Mr. MADDEN. May I ask if a gentle-
man by the name of Theodore Eiserman
ever sat in with the majority Members
and aided in the drafting of the bill?

Mr. GWINN of New York. Theodore
Eiserman, as you know, was what we
thought one of our best witnesses. He
introduced not only a fine statement on
the law, but introduced his own book, and
on cccasion I conferred with him in my
office,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again ex-
pired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
three additional minutes to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GWINN of New York. One other
reason why this bill must be amended is
that men who violate the law have been
exempted from the processes of the law
under the Wagner Act. One of the most
evil things that has been rolling up under
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this bill for the last 14 years is utter law-
lessness and violence, because men who
commit viclence cannot be prosecuted
successfully under the Wagner Act sup-
ported by the LaGuardia Act. Listen to
this language which has been set aside
by this new bill. It is an astonishing
statement when you set it alongside the
lawlessness for which there has been no
remedy. This is section 6 of the Norris-
LaGuardia Act:

No officer or member of any association or
organization, and no assoclation or organ-
ization perticipating or interested in a labor
dispute, shall be held responsible or liable
in any court ef the United States for the un-
lawful acts of individual officers, members, or
agents, except upon clear proof of actual
participation in, or actual authorization of,
such acts, or of ratification of such acts after
actual knowledge thereof.

The interpretation of these acts by the
Board and the courts has been that re-
spectable robbery could be committed
without liability. The new Hartley Act
now before us for passage changes that
and makes all men subject to the law
and subject to damages for unlawful,
concerted, monopolistic acts to destroy
property and to injure persons.

This is one more step back to the
restoration of freedom, one more rededi-
cation of Government to its primary
function of protecting individual free-
dom in America. The sum total of many
individual freemen is the fundamental
source of a good society. The formation
of groups to exercise compulsion and in-
timidation over individual men ends in
strife and violence which has multiplied
threefold since the Wagner Act.

The American workman who was once
free has been cajoled, coerced, intimi-
dated, and on many occasions beaten up
for the alleged good of the group he was
forced to join. His whole economic life
has been subject to the complete domi-
nation and control of unregulated mo-
nopolists. To get a job he has had to
pay them. He has been forced to join
these groups against his will because he
feared them. At other times when he
has desired to join a group he trusted he
has been forced to join one he has mis-
trusted. He has been compelled to pay
assessments for czuses and candidates
for public office which he opposed. He
has been shut up in meetings and fined
or expelled for expressing his own mind
about right and wrong on public issues.
He has been denied the right to arrange
the terms of his own employment. He
has frequently, against his will, been
called out on strikes and violence which
have resulted in wage losses representing
years of his savings. He has been ruled
by Communists and other subversive in-
fluences because he has had no right
to vote. In short his mind, his soul, and
his very life have been subject to a tyr-
anny more despotic than one could
think possible in a free country.

The committee report finds the em-
ployer’s plight has been equally bad and
dangerous. He has played an unhappy
enforced part in rising prices and re-
duced oroduction and resulting scarcity
under a new form of monopoly called
laboristic monopoly. He has been re-
quired to employ or reinstate individuals
who have assaulted him and his em-
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ployees and want only to destroy his
property. When he has tried to dis-
charge Communists and trouble makers
he has been prevented from doing so by
a board which called this union bating.
He has had to stand by helpless while
employees desiring to enter his plant
legally to work have been obstructed by
violence, mass picketing, and general
rowdyism. He has been unable to speak
against irresponsible slander, abuse, and
vilification against him.

His business often has been brought
to a standstill by jurisdictional fights and
disputes for which he himself had no
responsibility or possibility of settling.
And finally, he has been compelled by
the laws of the greatest democratic coun-
try in the world to be a part of a rising
tide of industrial warfare three times
greater than ever before witnessed, in
this land of 165 years of liberty, because
of the Wagner Act.

The public has suffered most of all.

By default in our legislative branch of
Government, Americans have been sepa-
rated into contending factions because
they have ignored and set aside estab-
lished constitutional law. The adminis-
trative and judicial departments of our
Government have with equal shame par-
ticipated.

This is the sordid story unfolded before
the committee in its hearings.

RESUMPTION OF AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

The bill is a restatement of the in-
alienable rights of the individual and
a rededication of Government to its pri-
mary function of protecting those rights
of individuals. It has been drafted on
the principle that when individual rights
are nrotected and free men are truly free
in their life, work, and pursuit of happi-
ness, as our Constitution provides, the
wliole of society achieves its greatest
good.

The bill rejects the contention that
organized groups may assert and force
an individual to give up his basic rights
for any alleged higher right of a group.
The committee finds such so-called group
rights lead to the exploitation of indi-
viduals as well as of the public gen-
erally.

Now there hangs over the Nation a
silent, sullen resignation of millions of
men and women who have paid hun-
dreds of millions of dollars each year to
organized forces of compulsion that they
do not trust but fear to resist or offend.

This bill holds that no individual can
be compelled by another individual to
pay tribute for the privilege of starting to
work, or monthly dues for the privilege
of continuing to work, or fines wherein a
mere individual man assumes to be mas-
ter over another. If stops the growth of
strife and even violence that results from
compulsion or assumption of power of
one man over another. This bill is de-
signed to break up the organization of
monopolistic-group control over the in-
dividual’s freedom to coniract for the
exchange of his own goods and services.
It should protect the rights of the will-
ing buyer and seller in a free market, It
should stop the exercise of power of any
group over the individual to the point
where the group controls the number
who can work, the amount of production,
and fixes monopolistic prices in its or-
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ganized effort to exploit the public gen-
erally for the special benefit of the group
itself. It should stop the growih of the
group in its compulsory unionism as it
stopped monopoly group power of indus-
try 50 years ago. It recognizes and deals
with the dangerous expansion of union-
ism into a kind of labor cartel, a com-
plete monopoly.

The whole of society is even now de-
prived of coal, telephones, steel, motors,
food, and houses, and compelled to bow
to its labor masters as the members of
the union themselves have been com-
pelled to do. For example,” they have
maintained the costs of building houses
at such high prices—costs of building
houses being nearly 100 percent labor,
past or present—and thereby so reduced
production that more than one-half of
the people are unable to build houses at
all. More than one-half of the families
of this Nation receive less than $6 a day.
Obviously, they cannot pay lumber-
makers, carpenters, bricklayers. masons,
painters, plumbers, and others an aver-
age of $20 a day and more. Neither can
they get the services of young men, vet-
erans, nonunion men, free men, to ex-
change their services on equal terms with
them. Such men, when they volunteer
or respond to the pressing need, are
called scabs, enemies of the organized
group and by violence and threat of vio-
lence, prevented from entering this field
of work by goons that have become the
law of the land in whole states.

So the committee finds once more as
our country has found before, that free-
dom alone can cure the evil effects that
beset us. Individuals under freedom are
so much more honest and productive
than groups of individuals organized de-
liberately to defeat freedom, reduce pro-
duction, and raise prices.

Finally, this bill rises in protest not
only against industrial strangulation but
against the expansion of political
groups—the twin brothers of industrial
groupism. Power, starting with indus-
trial power, grows from one group into
still larger groups, step by step, until
they are finally united in the governing
group. Smaller collectivist groups be-
come one collectivist group, one party
power which subjugates at last all other
groups. The American people in great-
er numbers have united, undoubtedly
greater than those who united for the
first strugele of freedom and constitu-
tional government, greater than those
united in the Civil War and in the war
against monopolistic control by indus-
trial combines, 50 years ago. We shall
win this battle again for freedom be-
cause the people are united and deter-
mined to win.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLEY].

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
the remarks I made earlier this after-
noon.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Lane].
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HOW THE BILL IS LOADED AGAINST LABOR

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, the bill is
hypocritical and one-sided.

The bill is cponsored by those who pro-
fess to abhor Federal regulation, yet it is
the most involved and complicated regu-
latory code which has ever been imposed
in the history of industrial relations.

The bill is sponsored by believers in
States’ rights, yet it federalizes the mogt
minute details of labor's functioning.

The bill takes the heart out of the ex-
isting five unfair labor practices of em-
ployers and leaves standing mere words.

It imposes upon unions 13 unfair labor
practices and a host of unlawful con-
certed activities.

The theme of the bill is regulate labor
but hands off the employer.

Every portion of the bill reveals a
shocking one-sidedness.

Section 2 (11) (vi) (b) of title I gives
the union 5 days to inform the employees
of the issues in a dispute. Subsection
(vi) (d) gives the employer a “reason-
able time" to inform the employees of the
issues in a dispute.

The bill in section 2 (11) (b) (vi) (e)
provides for a secret ballot before em-
ployees may strike. Strangely enough,
no provision is made for a secret ballot
among stockholders to determine under
what circumstances management may
change its labor relations policy or fix
wages.

The bill proposes that a secret ballot be
taken for the employees’ approval of the
employer’s last offer of seftlement.

No provision is made for a ballot among
stockholders to determine whether the
union’s last offer of settlement is satis-
factory.

Sections 2 (14), 2 (15), 2 (16), 2 (1T)
of title I of the bill contain definitions of
alleged illegal concerted activities by la-
bor organizations, These include boy-
cotts and so-called monopolistic strikes.
Yet no attempt is made in the bill to im=-
pose comparable punishments upon em-
ployers who jointly agree on wage terms
or other labor policies through employer
associations.

Section 7 (b) of title I of the bill in-
sists that members of labor organizations
be free of unreasonable or discriminatory
financial demands but no suggestion is
made that stockholders in corporations
be free of similar demands on the part
of corporate management.

Sections 8 (b) and 8 (c¢) of title I of
the bill contain elaborate provisions reg-
ulating the internal affairs of labor or-
ganizations. No comparable provisions
are present there or anywhere else in
the bill regulating the internal affairs of
corporations.

Section 9 (f) (1) of title I of the bill
prohibits a representative from acting as
a representative of the employees of com-
peting employers—yet nothing in the bill
prevents competing employers from es-
tablishing a common labor relations
policy. '

The same section of the bill prohibits
an international union from approving
or guiding the labor relations of affiliated
locals. There is not a word in the bill to
condemn the frequent control over labor
relations policies of member companies
by employer associations. .
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Employer associations have written
the blackest pages in our antilabor his-
tory. Under this bill they may continue
to destroy unions. Unions are forced to
remain helpless in the face of this at-
tack.

A further instance of the gross bias of
this legislation is section 9 (f) (2) of
title I which authorizes the Board to
exclude from bargaining any group
whatsoever within a propcsed bargaining
unit if those individuals indicate a desire
to be excluded from bargaining.

However, under section 9 (f) (3) the
fact that employees desire to bargain and
have organized for bargaining is ex-
pressly declared to be an invalid ground
for grouping them in a bargaining unit.

Under section 9 (f) (7) of title I the
bill prohibits more than one election
within a 12-month period if the purpose
of the election is to select a bargaining
agent.

However, if the purpose of the election
is to repudiate or decertify a bargaining
agent the Board under section 9 (¢) (2)
is required to hold an election as often
as a petition is presented.

Under section 10 (c¢) of title I the
Board is authorized to deprive a union of
its rights under the act for a year. This
is equivalent in the case of a union to
forcing a union to go out of business for
a year.

In the case of an individual employee
who violates the act, it means that the
employee may be blacklisted in an entire
industry for a year, since he has no rights
under the act. No comparable sanctions
are provided against employers who vio-
late the act. They continue to be, as
today, merely subject to cease-and-desist
orders.

Likewise under section 10 (c) of title I,
a special evidentiary test must be met
before the Board may order the rein-
statement of a discharged union member.
No such procedural tenderness is shown
for unions against which the Board may
issue orders under the new bill,

Section 12 of title I of the bill contains
a long list of so-called unlawful con-
certed activities by employees and
unions.

The bill makes possible ex parte in-
junctions without hearings. Violations
also mandatorily deprive unions and in-
dividuals of their rights under the act.

This means that an employer may dis-
charge an employee who violates the act
with immunity. That employee may be
subject to a loss of rights for a year and
be blacklisted throughout an entire in-
dustry. If a union engages in these
practices, not only may it be enjoined
but it may lose its right to exist for a year.

The ex parte injunction is not made
available against employers. They still
receive a hearing, and if the Board ulti-
mately finds that they have violated the
act, they are subject only to a cease-and-
desist order.

In the sections of the bill dealing with
strikes imperiling public health and
safety—ititle II, section 203—injunctions
are imposed upon unions who engage in
a strike or threat of strike. This means
that an employer may cut wages and
nevertheless be certain that the em-
ployees will work on his terms,
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No provision in the bill imposes any
restraint whatsoever upon the employer.

Section 204 of title IT provides for the
taking of a secret ballot among employ-
ees to determine after the injunction
has been outstanding 30 days whether,
first, they desire to accept their employ-
er's last offer; and, second, they desire
to change their bargaining representa-
tive,

No provision is made in the bill to con~
duct a ballot among the stockholders to
determine whether they will accept the
union’s last offer and whether they de-
sire a new set of officers to embody their
acceptance in a contract with the union.

Section 203 (d) of title II provides
after a further delaying process for a
second ballot upon the two questions in-
dicated above.

No provision is made for comparable
ballots to be taken among employer rep-
resentatives.

Under title III, section 301, all of the
unlawful concerted activities described
in section 12 of title I of the bill—such
as picketing an employer’s business in
large groups or picketing his home under
any circumstances, engaging in sym-
pathy strikes or a strike for recognition—
are made the subject of antitrust laws,
although they manifestly have nothing
to do with restraints on trade.

The enormous growth of monopoly:
which is primarily responsible for cur-
rent labor unrest is left completely un-
touched.

In additfon, these practices are the
subject of—

(a) Injunctions, ex parte, and without
a hearing;

(b) Treble damages;

(c) Criminal prosecution;

(d) Unions engaging in them lose
their rights under the act. In contrast
to these savage penalties, an employer is
subject only to & remedial order and not
to punishment. He must cease and de-
sist from the conduct which the bill pro-
hibits.

These are only a few of the many
jokers in a bill, which must mark some
sort of record in one-sidedness.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
18 minutes to the gentleman fromr New
York [Mr. KLEIN].

Mr., ELEIN. Mr. Chairman, the life-
blood of a democracy is the freedom of
its labor. When we have broken up the
unions and dispersed the workingmen, it
will be too late to ask what has bacome
of our national vigor. History teaches
us that suppression of the labor unions
is the first sure step toward total dicta-
torship and national decay.

This Nation has not chosen that road.
Twelve years ago, when Europe was al-
ready on the way to ruin, we gave new
statutory recognition to the rights which
American labor had won. In the National
Labor Relations Act we declared it to be
the policy of the United States to encour-
age the practice and procedure of collec-
tive bargaining and to protect employees
in the right to organize and bargain col-
lectively. We also recognized the right
to strike, without which there could be no
bargaining. This law was democratic in
the truest sense, for collective bargain-
ing gives employees a voice in fixing the
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conditions under which they work. It
came, in time, to be called labor's Magna
Carta.

The bill before the House—I refer to
the committee bill, H. R. 3020—eflectively
repeals that Magna Carta. It weakens
Federal protection against employer in-
terference; it outlaws strikes; it penalizes
unions; it meddles in their internal af-
fairs; it subjects them to nuisance regu-
lation; and it renders collective bargain-
ing a mockery.

It also tosses out the National Labor
Relations Board, which has done a good
job under the most trying conditions,
substitutes a dual bureaucratic system,
multiplies delay, and assures unlimited
court litigation.

It does all these things in the name of
protecting the rights of employers, em-
ployees, and their representatives. But
I have studied the declaration of policy
contained in this bill; it carefully avoids
the term “collective bargaining”; indeed,
the bill repeals all reference to that term
in the preamble to the existing law. Col-
lective bargaining has been the touch-
stone for reconciling right with might—
for enabling workers to meet with some-
thing approaching equality the economic
power of great employers. Is it our pur-
pose to revive the “yellow-dog contract”?
To re-create the situation in which em-
ployees, powerless to meet their employer
on terms of economic eguality, are also
powerless to associaite collectively for
dealing with him? Is it our purpose to
recall conditions of fear and insecurity,
in which the worker joins a union at the
risk of discharge, and starts a union at
the risk of blacklisting?

I have read this bill and I have read
the decisions of the present Board and of
‘the courts touching on collective bar-
gaining, and I say to the Committee that
this bill destroys collective bargaining.

The courts have said that the obliga-
tion to bargain collectively shall be dis-
charged by good faith efforts to reach
agreement. This is the very heart of
the Wagner Act, to the end that indus-
trial disputes shall have the best chance
to be settled reasonably, democratically,
peacefully. Every provision in the exist-
ing law is devised to advance that pur-
pose.

What does the committee bill do about
collective bargaining? First, it defines
collective bargaining. For good faith
bargaining, it substitutes a time table,
and a mechanical rouiine. It says the
parties shall discuss any proposal at least
five times within 30 days.

That is all they have to do. The obli-
gation to bargain in good faith is abol-
ished.

Although the submission of counter-
proposals is one of the surest evidences
of good faith, the bill expressly states
that this is not a requirement. This bill
is satisfied if a proposal is discussed. An-
other indication of good faith is a will-
ingness, within reason, to negotiate all
elements of the dispuie between the par-
ties—all the issues bearing upon the em-
ployer-employee relationship. But no,
this bill creates five limited categories,
and provides that nothing else need even
be discussed. As I read the section—at
Dpage 6—it is possible that parties to wage
discussions may even refuse to discuss
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such universally used criteria as cost of
living and wage-price relationships.
Whatever may be its ultimate legal sig-
nificance, I believe that this bill encour-
ages such a refusal.

Another indication of good faith in
bargaining, and one of which employers
and unions often avail themselves, is the
willingness to consider changes in exist-
ing agreements. They need not yield,
but often, by discussion, mutual advan-
tage may be found, understanding
achieved, crises on both sides of the table
averted. This bill makes clear that this
shall not be required—it provokes the
parties to an adamant position—encour-
ages them to stand pat—to demand their
pound of flesh.

Two specific matters which have been
the subject of much collective bargain-
ing in the past, and which have become
paris of numerous collective agreements,
are simply outlawed by the bill. Thus—
section 8 (a) (2) (C), page 20—it be-
comes an unfair labor practice to grant
a check off—unless it be voluntary and
revocable at will—or to grant a welfare
fund. Manifestly labor organizations
which achieve these concessions through
bargaining are not necessarily corrupted
thereby.

What is the sense or the justice of
requiring parties who have achieved these
arrangements in good faith to alter them
to their mutual inconvenience simply be-
cause of the irritation engendered by the
coal strike?

Even what is left of collective bar-
gaining under this bill is so hedged
about, encumbered, and restricted by de-
lay and red tape, and by regulations
and litigation as to destroy any prac-
tical benefits either to employers or em-
ployees.

Let us consider some more definitions.
“Employer” in the existing law is de-
fined to include “any person acting in
the interest of an employer.” The bill—
section 2 (2) —would substitute “any per-
son acting as an agent of an employer.”
If these two expressions mean the same
thing there is no reason for the change.
The danger in the substitution is that
it may result in endless litigation to test

- whether superintendents, foremen, su-

pervisors, and the like whom the courts
have held as “employers” under present
law, qualify as “agents” under the lan-
guage of the bill. Twelve years of judi-
cial interpretation are thus set at naught.

“Employer,” for the first time, excludes
charitable and educational organizations.
While the number of workers thus de-
prived of any participation in the terms
of their employment may not be large,
it seems ironical that organizations de-
voted to the social welfare should be ex-
empted from bargaining with their own
often underpaid employees.

In its zeal to exclude supervisors
from employee status and protection,
the bill—section 2 (12) —goes much too
far. The definition not only excludes
all foremen and higher supervisory em-
ployees; not only debars supervisors in
the printing and maritime industries
where they have traditionally bargained
for decades, but removes from the pro-
tection of the act thousands of white-
collar employees, pay-roll clerks, inspec-
tors, watchmen, lead men, timekeepers,
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and typists. The definition of “super-
visors” is so inclusive that an employer
is able to make almost any worker a
“supervisor” and thus exclude him from
the status of an “employee.” Such ex-
cluded workers will rot only be power-
less to bargain, they will also be without
protection against discharge for union
membership. If they desire to organize
against the employer’s will their only
weapons will be to resort to the strike,
the very result which the Wagner Act
was intended to avert.

Secction 8 (56) of the present law re-
quires employers to bargain collectively
with the representatives of their em-
ployees. The committee bill—section 8
(a) (5), page 21—imposes this obligation
only with relation to currently recog-
nized, or certified represe¢—*-*ives.

Since it is within the power of an em-
ployer, at any time, to cease currently
recognizing a union, this provision actu-
ally limits the obligation to bargain to
situations in which the union has been
certified by the Board. In so doing, it
excuses employers from their present ob-
ligation to bargain with unions whose
najority status is known and unques-
tioned. .

If the Board were in the position to
settle representation questions promptly,
this requirement might not work undue
hardship. But the provision must be
read in connection with other provisions
of the bill, which will not only delay the
final certification of a representative, but
leave its status, once established, subject
to challenge at all times.

For example, under present law a
Board certification cannot be appealed
directly to a court. The employer may
test the certification by refusing to bar-
gain, If the Board issues a bargaining
order, he may then obtain court review
of the certification by appealing the
Board’s order.

The committee bill—section 10 (1),
page 39—changes this rule. It makes
certifications directly reviewable in zourt
at the instance of any person aggrieved.

This provision of the bill, alone, is
calculated to render collective bargaining
a practical impossibility in the presence
of any determined opposition, whether
by a rival union, a minority group, or an
employer. Here is why: The Board nor-
mally accords a certification validity im-
mune from challenge for about a year.
A year is also the average length of time
necessary to complefe court review of
a certification. Thus the election upon
which the certification was originally
based will be preity stale evidence of
majority by the time the certification is
sustained in court. And nothing in the
bill will prevent an employer thereafter
from refusing fo bargain collectively, ap-
pealing from the Board's order, and ftest-
ing the identical issues—of appropriate
unit and majority—again.

This endlessly delays the beginning of
collective bargaining and leaves unions
with little incentive for submitting rep-
resentation guestions to the Board. It
also encourages obstructive and dilatory
objections by rival unions seeking delay.

Even after the certificate has been se-
cured, and has been honored or sus-
tained by a court this bill enables fur-
ther frustration of bargaining.
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Under present law, as I have said, a
certification is presumed to be valid for
a reasonable period of time—normally a
year. This bill—section 9 (¢) (2), p.
28—permits employees aggregating 30
percent in number of a unit they claim is
appropriate, at any time to file applica-
tion to decertify a certified representa-
tive; or to disestablish a recognized (but
uncertified) representative. The Board
is required to investigate and act upon
such an application like any other—sec-
tion 9 (d), page 29.

This provision plays havoc with sta-
bility of relationships. It means that a
rival or dissident group can disrupt bar-
gaining relationships which are on the
very verge of fruition, for under existing
law an employer is required to refrain
from contracting with representatives
whose status is challenged in a proceed-
ing of which the Board has taken cog-
nizance. It means that majority rule
shall be effective only so long as more
than 70 percent of the employees adhere
to their choice. It means that a minor-
ity can force a situation in which a con-
tract with the employer will be left with-
out anyone to administer its grievance
and arbitration provisions on the em-
ployee side. It means that a minority
of only a fractional part of an appropri-
ate unit, by claiming that that part is
appropriate, can throw into confusion
the representative status of the larger
group.

Section 9 (f) (7)—page 33—throws
sharply into focus the remarkable bias
of this bill against collective bargaining.
That section prohibits an election in any
unit or subdivision thereof in which a
valid election has been held within the
preceding 12 months. A sole exception
is made in the case of an application to
decertify a union, which I have just dis-
cussed. Consider the result—the great-
est confusion and uncertainty if the
employees have selected a bargaining
representative, but absolute finality for
12 months if they have not.

I turn next to the infringements which
this bill makes upon the rights of em-
ployers and employees to determine the
boundaries of the appropriate bargain-
ing unit best suited to their needs. Sec-
tion 9 (f) (1)—page 30—makes provi-
sion against so-called industry-wide
bargaining. It states that no represent-
ative may be designated or act for em-~
ployees of two or more competing em-
ployers unless their plants are less than
50 miles apart or their employees regu-
larly aggregate less than 100. It also
forbids affiliated or federated unions
from bargaining or acting in concert if
such activities are directly or indirectly
subject to common control or approval.

This provision will break up satisfac-
tory collective relationships which have
been in existence for years. Several
million workers have been bargaining
witk several thousand employers’ asso-
ciations under highly stabilized con-
tractual arrangements. I think all must
agree that this bill would again make
peaceable, law-abiding employees and
employers suffer because of the coal
strike in which they had no part.

In addition, this provision would cre-
ate thousands of new cases for the al-
ready overburdened Board since parties
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will not be able to continue their satis-
factory arrangements and must seek new
certifications upon the basis of bargain-
ing units to be determined afresh.
Raiding unions will profit from the con-
fusion, but the parties themselves will
reap nothing but chaos.

Further restrictions on employee
grouping are found in section 9 (f) (2)—
page 31 of the bill—which requires that
upon application by “any interested per-
son or persons” provision shall be made
for a separate ballot “for any craft, de-
partment, plant, trade, calling, profes-
sion, or other distinguishable group” and
that such group shall be excluded from
the unit unless a majority votes for the
union to be certified. This provision
again takes away from the Board the
power to acquiesce in the bargaining ar-
rangements to which the parties may
have accommodated themselves through-
out years of bargaining. Any splinter
group, however small, must be separated
if an “interested person" desires it, and
if the group is “distinguishable.” Em-
ployers of large industrial plants will be
faced with the necessity of bargaining
with numerous though numerically in-
consequential groups, and management’s
problems of maintaining any semblance
of order or uniformity of conditions will
multiply. Unions, of course, whether
craft or industrial in form, will be weak-
ened by the right of any splinter group
to separate at will, and the total effec-
tiveness of collective bargaining will nec-
essarily be impaired.

Finally, the bill—section 9 (f) (6)—
provides that no labor organization may
be certified if one or more of its national,
international, or local officers is or can
reasonably be regarded as a Communist.
In the absence of any crimina] statute
making it illegal to be a Communist, and
in the absence of any precise tests as to
what shall constitute reasonable grounds
for belief (and by whom), this provision
seems better calculated to evoke slander,
recriminations, and confusion, than to
approach a solution of the Communist
problem.

In another section—8 (d) (3), page
26—the bill revives the right of an em-
ployer—long outlawed wunder existing
law—to get him a company union for the
purpose of bucking legitimate self-
organization.

The bill states that it shall not be an
unfair labor practice for an employer to
form or maintain a committee of em-
ployees and to discuss with it matters of
mutual interest, including grievances,
wages, hours of employment, and other
working conditions unless the Board has
certified or the employer has recognized
a representative. :

Consistently since the inception of the
present law both the Board and the
courts have found this kind of arrange-
ment to be an illegal interference with
the rights of employees to bargain
through representatives of their own
choosing—to be in violation of the pro-
hibition against dominating labor or-
ganizations,

Even under the present bill—section
2 (5), page 5—such an employer-spon-
sored commitiee is defined as a labor
organization, since employees participate
in it, and since it exists for the purpose
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of dealing with the employer concerning
wages and other conditions of employ-
ment,

The proposal is an outright repeal of
one of the most important provisions of
existing law. It permits an employer to
erect a self-inspired bulwark between
himself and legitimate self-organization
of his employees. Its enactment would
be a blow to labnr’s rights and would in-
evitably increase labor disputes.

I turn to the provisions of the bill deal-
ing with union security—section 8 (d)
(4) page 26. Under existing law an
employer may make an agreement em-
bodying union-security provisions with
any hona fide majority union.

The bill outlaws the closed shop alto-
gether, and permits modified forms of
maintenaiice of membership and union-
shop provisions only under specified con-
ditions—section 9 (g), page 33. First,
the union must be certified by the Board;
then, it must appear that the employer
agreed to the union-security provisions
without strike or threat of strike; then a
second election must be held at which a
majority of all in the unit must vote in
favor of the provision. If they so vote,
the provision may be agreed to, but for
not longer than 2 years or the duration
of the agreement, whichever is shorter.
And finally no discharges may be made
under the agreement except for non-
payment of dues.

This seems an elaborate, expensive,
and dishonest method of dealing with
the problem. For one thing it means
that those unions and employers which
have enjoyed union-security relations
without challenge for years must submit
themselves to two elections at Govern-
ment expense in order to continue these
arrangements. PFurther, if we are to
allow unions to compel discharge for
no reason other than nonpayment of
dues, it would seem cheaper, more con-
sistent, and more candid to permit the
mandatory check-off, which is made an
unfair labor practice elsewhere in the
bill, and to cut out union-security alto-
gather. Why pretend we are letting the
unions have maintenance of membership
and union shop? Unions are accus-
tomed to determining for themselves the
conditions of membership. The Na-
tional War Labor Board recognized this.
Its standard maintenance of membership
clause allowed the union to insist upon
“membership in good standing” as a con-
dition of employment. This bill pre-
tends to allow a requirement of member-
ship but really allows only a requirement
that dues be paid. Why do not they say
what they mean?

Section 8 (¢) of the bill, page 22,
sets up 10 unfair labor practices by
unions. A few of these seem harmless,
but if you read all 10 you know that the
bill wants us to go into the business of
running the unions from Washington.
We regulate dues and contributions,
police the disciplining of members, pre-
scribe for what offenses they may be ex-
‘pelled without a hearing, and lay down
the accounting obligations of the union
toward its members. This bill estab-
lishes the makings of a labor front. The
American people will never accept its
provisions.
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In my remaining time I shall comment
on the most vindictive aspects of this
bill—those which outlaw strikes and
penalize employees and unions.

Pirst, any striker loses his employee
status as soon as he has been perma-
nently replaced—section 2 (3), page 4—
and an employer may thus promptly rid
himself of all strikers, regardless of the
cause of the strike or who provoked it,
by permanently replacing them.

Second, employees may be found guilty
of unfair labor practices—section 8 (b),
page 21—such as “intimidation,” refusal
to bargain, and participation in eco-
nomic strikes for objectives not expressly
authorized by the bill. Workers will have
to be preity good lawyers—for the au-
thoriz=d objectives of bargaining in this
bill are new and ambiguous and have not
been judicially construed.

The penalty for engaging in one of
these new employee-unfair-labor prac-
tices is loss of rights under the act which
means, of course, loss of job.

I have already mentioned the catalog
of unfair-labor practices by unions. Any
union found to have commitied one
would lose the rights, if any may be
found, which still belong to unions under
this bill.

But these are mild provisions, Sec-
tion 12, page 47, creates a long list of
unlawful conecerted activities and pro-
vides most drastic penalties. Not only
is the use of force and violence pro-
hibited, but also three different kinds
of picketing; nine specified kinds of
strikes are outlawed, the sympathy
strike, jurisdictional strike, monopolistic
strike, illegal boycott, sit-down strike,
featherbedding strike, strike for recogni-
tion, strike to compel violation of law,
and lastly, I quote:

Any strike * * * to remedy practices
for which an administrative remedy is avail-
able under this act.

In other words, the greater the em-
ployer’s provocation, the more certain is
a strike to be illegal, for if the employer
engages in really serious unfair labor
practices, a strike in protest becomes one
to remedy practices for which adminis-
trative remedies exist.

Actually, under this bill no strike fs
legal unless, after exhaustion of collec-
tive bargaining and after the employer
has been given a reasonable time to argue
directly to the employees the virtues of
his last offer, and after a Government-
conducted poll, a majority of the employ-
ees in the bargaining unit vote to reject
that offer and to strike.

And by that time, even if the em-
ployees want to stick with their union
and do go on strike, they may imme-
diately be replaced. If that happens,
they are no longer employees. To the
extent they try to bargain thereafier,
their strike has become illegal, since it
seeks recognition.

These provisions encourage employers
to undercut and toss out unions, encour-
age employers to provoke employees, so
that a single misstep will cost them their
economic freedom. They constitute an
m!ntomble regimentation of American

If an employer succeeds in provoking a
violation of section 12 by employees or a
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union in a sheer strugzle to survive, they
not only lese their rights under the act,
but become liable for treble damages
under the Sherman antitrust laws and
lose the immunity accorded by the Nor-
ris-LaGuardia Act against ex parte in-
junctions.

This means that any strike may be en-
joined by court order without a hearing.

Most of the real sbuses which the bill
proposes to penalize are already viola-
tions of State law, to which violators are
subject. On the other hand, employer
violations of labor’s rights can be reached
only through the procedures of the Wag-
ner Act. What is the fairness in now
subjecting workers to dual prosecution?

An employer who violates the Wagner
Act is afforded a full hearing. If a
Board order is issued, he may appeal it
through the courts. Then and only
then must he cease and desist, and take
remedial action'if so ordered. This may
take years.

Under this one-sided bill, an employee
who falls afoul of section 12 loses his
job, may be immediately enjoined with-
out a hearing, may be blacklisted for a
year, and is subject to treble damages.

Will such discrimination stand the
test of conscience? I think not.

The strikes and stoppages which have
provoked this bitter bill are symptoms
of our couniry’s growth, of its adapta-
tion to world-shaking dislocations.
‘These problems are not to be solved by
shutting our eyes to the fact that 15~
000,000 of our people are organized in
unions, or to the reasons for which they
joined, nor by provoking class struggle.
What is needed is cool heads and calm
study. No honor will accrue to this
House if we approve the vindictive
erucifixion of American labor, offer our
working people second-class citizenship,
subvert their hard-won social and eco-
nomic gains—the fruit of a century of
struggle, require honorable employers
to withdraw freely negotiated benefits
or destroy stable and satisfactory rela-
tionships, or provoke less honorable em-
ployers to union busting and Ilabor
baiting.

I trust that the membership will reject
this bill.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BrReamM].

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, I have
written a speech on this proposed legis-
lation and have obtained permission to
insert it in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.
My remarks are directed to the men and
women who comprise the rank and file
of labor and I intend to see that my
speech reaches them. Therefore, I see
no reason for taking up the time of the
Members of this committee listening to
my remarks which are primarily in-
tended for someone else. Any Member
who is interested in my remarks may
read them in the REcorRD. However,
there is no compulsion to read them as
there would he to listen to them if I
spoke further at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time.

Mr. HARTLEY, Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from New York [Mr,
Javirsl.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I insert
at this point in the REcorp an amend-
ment which I shall propose at the appro-
priate time so that the Members may
have an opportunity to familiarize
themselves with it before it comes up
for consideration. This amendment
proposes to relieve the people of ithe fear
of national paralysis due to labor sirife
and in this way o enable us to deal con-
structively with labor free of the pres-
sure of this legitimate public fear.

Page 57, line 10, to page 58, Hne 21, strike
out the text of section 203 and substitute the
following:

“Sec. 208. Whenever the President finds
after investigation and proclaims that a
labor dispute has resulted in, or imminently
threatens to result in, the cessation or sub-
stantial curtailment of interstate or foreigm
commerce In an industry essential to the
public health or security, of sufficient magni-
tude to imperil or imminently threaten to
imperil the public health or security, and
that the exercise of such power and author-
ity is necessary to preserve and protect the
public health or security, the President is
authorized to declare a mational emergency
relative thereto, and by order to take im-
mediate possession of any plant, mine, or
facility, the subject of such labor dispute,
and to use and to operate such plant, mine,
or facility in the interests of the United
States: Provided, however, That (1) such
plant, mine, or facility while in the posses-
sion of the United States and while oper-
ated In Its Interests, shall be operated anly
to the minimum extent which seems to the
President necessary to protect the public

ings of a panel or commission specially des-
iznated or appointed for the purpose by the
President, which wages and other terms of
employment shall be not less than those pre-
vailing for similar work in the area of such
plant, mine, or facility by private business;
and (3) such plant, mine, or facility shall
be returned to the employer as soon as prac-

of required for the protection and preserva~
tion of the public health or security. and
(4) the Fresident may by order confer au-
thority upon any Government department or
officer to take possession of, to cperate, or to
exercise -any other of the powers herein
granted to the President with respect to any
such plant, mine, or facility; and (5) fair =
and just compensation shall be paid to the
employer for the period of such possession
and cperation by the United States, or In its
interests, as follows:

“(A) The President shall determine the
amount of the compensation to be paid as
rental for the use of such plant, mine, or
facility while in the of or operated
by the United States, or in its Interests, such
determination to be made as of the time of
the taking hereunder.

“(B) K the employer is unwilling to ac-
cept as a fair and just compensation for the
uze of the property taken hereunder by the
Unifed States and as full and complete com-
pensation therefor, the amount so deter-
mined by the President, the employer shall
be paid 50 percent of such amount and shall
be entitled to sue the United States In the
Court of Claims or in any District. of
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the United States in the manner provided
by sections 24 (20) and 145 of the Judicial
Code (U. 8. C., title 28, secs. 41 and 250)
for an additional amount which when added
to the amount so paid shall be equal to the
total sum which the employer ccusiders to
be fair and just compensation for the use of
the property so taken by the United States.”

If the foregoing amendment is adopted
I shall offer the following additional
amendments o the nexi scction of the

bili:

Page 58, line 22, strike out all following:
“{a)" up to the word “it"” in line 25 and in-
sert the following:

“Whenever the President has issued an
order under section 203 by virtue of a labor
dispute which Imperils, or Imminently
threatens to imperil, the public health or
security.”

Page 62, line 2, after the word “order”,
strike out the next four words up t» the ward
“issued” in line 8.

Fage 62, lines 4 to 8 inclusive, strike out
subsection (f) of section 204.

(Mr, Javits asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include an amendment which he ex-
pecis to offer to the pending bill.)

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the genfleman from New
York [Mr. Buckl.

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, a bhill of
rights for the American workman and
the American people. That, Mr. Chair-
man, is the simplest description of this
measure now under consideration.

H. R. 3020 restores to Americans, work-
men and employers alike, the rights guar-
anteed them by the Constitution. It ends
super-government by labor czars. It
ends immunity from law for labor bosses.
It ends the power of a labor dictator,
by = nod of his head, to strangle the
economy of our Nation of 130,000.000
people. It ends the authority of a labor
racketeer to deny a workman the right
to earn a living for himself and his

legitimate union activity. This bill is
antiabuse, not antilabor. It is a bill
which, at last, puts the interest of John
Q. Public above the interest of John L.
Lewis. It is a bill which is for the Amer-
ican workman and against the dictators
who have so effectively enslaved him.

I happen to be the only industrialist
on the majority side of the Committee
on Education and Labor. I have always
regarded myself as a conservative. In
each of my three elections, I have cam-
paigned on that basis, Yet in the formu-
lation of this bill in committee, I have
found myself repeatedly on the liberal
side. T would not support this bill, as 1
do, did I believe it to be contrary to
labor’s best interests, or damaging to the
legitimate labor union movement.

It was abuses by a few selfish corpora-
tions which made necessary, in the pub-
lic interest, the corrective measures of &
few decades ago applicable alike to good
and bad corporations. 1t is abuses by a
few reckless drivers which make neces-
sary, in the public interest, the speed
laws applicable alike to careless and care-
ful drivers. It is abuses by criminal ele-
ments which make necessary, in the pub-
lic interest, laws regulating use of fire-
arms applicable alike to peaceful and
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dangerous citizens. It is abuses in labor
unions which make necessary, in the pub-
lic interest, the law we are now consider-
ing and which is applicable alike to well
run and badly run labor unions.

It will be my purpose, in the remainder
of this address, fo cite some of these
principal labor union abuses and point
out the msnner by which this bill will
protect the American public and the
American workingman against such
abuses,

A certain labor leader has been presi-
dent of a monopolistic union for a couple
of decades. Under the terms of the
union’s laws—and note that they are
commonly termed laws although they
have been enacted by no legislative body
yet do exercise absolute control over the
economic life of union members—this
man can never be ousted as president for
the simple reason that anyone advocat-
ing his ouster can be thrown out of the
union on the charge of advocating a
dual union. This union controls some 85
percent of the output of a commodity es-
sential to the Nation’s production and
health. At a spoken word from this
president, the 400,000 members of his
union lay down their tools and cease
work. They do not resume work until he
has spoken again. And until he has
spoken again, fens of millions of Ameri-
can workmen are prevented from work-
ing. He achieves his power through
industry-wide bargaining. This man is
John L. Lewis and his union is the United
Mine Workers of America.

The bill before yon strips John L.
Lewis of his dictatorial powers. It pro-
hibits industry-wide bargaining by re-
stricting bargaining, with a minor excep-
tion, to the single-employer level. It
prohibits any strike until a majority of
all the workmen affected have had op-
portunity by secret ballot to express
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their
employer's last offer.

A certain man had devoted his life to
the education of children in a particular
field. He achieved phenomenal success.
But, in doing so, he incurred the dis-
pleasure of the czaristic president of a
certain union. Without proper trial and
at the mere whim of the union president,
this man was deprived of his union card.
Thereafter, no children under his direc-
tion could perform over the radio nor
could he lead them in any theater. He
was even denied use of certain school
buildings. His name is Dr. Joseph E.
Maddy, the founder of the National Music
union is, of course, the musicians’ union
whose president is
trilio. The musicians’ union is a closed
shop.

‘The bill before you abolishes the closed
shop. No longer wiil James Caesar Pe-
trillo, under this biil, have power to deny
Dr. Maddy his right to lead his orchestras
of young people in radio or theater or
school performances.

A certain jobber and commission mer-
chant had worked in the business of dis-
tributing produce since he was 7 years
old. A racketeering union had
manded that he join their union and
that his firm sign the most
contract of which the Committee on
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Education and Labor heard in some
2,000.000 words of testimony. He and
his firm refused. Thereupon, he was
told by the boss of the union that he had
15 minuies to leave the area in which his
business was located. If he failed to get
out and stay out, the union boss in-
formed him that he, a partner in the
business, would be beaten up. This man
is Herman J. Chassen, a jobber and com-
mission merchanf in the Dock Street
Market of Philadelphia. The union is
local 929 of the teamsters’ union, A. F.
of L. The union racketeer who told Mr.
Chassen to leave the area of his place of
business or else be beaten up is Turk
Daniels, the president of the union.

Under H. R. 3020, Mr. Chassen could
not only apply to the court for in,hmd:ive
protection

could also sue the teamsters’ union for
the damages the union’s unlawful activ-
ity had caused him.

The first amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America
guarantees the right of free speech to
all Americans. Yef, the National La-
bor Relations Board, over a period of 7
years, denied that right to an American
who happened to be an employer. 1f
the union representing, or seeking to rep-
resent his employees bare-
faced lies with regard to the employer
and if the employer even attempted to
answer those lies, his answer would be
an unfair labor practice as per the
T-year interpretations of the National
Labor Relations Board.

The bill before you abolishes the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. The
Committee on Education and Labor in
writing this bill did not feel that a Gov-
ernment board which denied to Ameri-
cans a right guaranteed by the Consti-
tution is entitled to continued existence.

A certain canning factory in Califor-
nia maintained harmonious relations
with its employees. No disputes existed.
Both AFL and CIO moved in and de-
manded that the employer sign a closed-
shop contract requiring that ail employ-
ees take membership in their particular
union. AFL contended that, if the em-
ployer refused an AFL contract, the AFL.
teamsters union would transport neither
the company's incoming raw material
nor the company’s outgoing finished
product. CIO, on the other hand, in-
formed the company that unless all em-
ployees joined CIO, the factory would re-
ceive no supply of tin cans because CIO
controlled the factory in which the cans
were produced.

H. R. 3020 outlaws the secondary boy-
cott. Under its terms, employers and
employees can no longer be caught in the
middle between rival and grasping labor
unions.

In California, a small firm manufac-
tured paint with the assistance of three
employees. A union agent appeared de-
manding that the employer sign a
closed-shop contract forcing these three
employees to join the union or be fired.
These employees were satisfied with their
wages and conditions of employment,
did not wish to join the union, and the
employer on their behalf refused to exe-
cute the contract. Thereupon, the plant
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was picketed and all teamsters in the
vicinity were forbidden to haul raw ma-
terials or finished products. Faced with
no alternative, the employer then signed
the contract and each employee paid $75
initiation fee. Three weeks later, the
Oakland general strike was called. De-
spite the fact that the contract con-
tained a no-strike clause, these three
employees were ordered out on strike.
They lost their pay while the strike con-
tinued but there was no relaxation in the
requirement that they continue to pay
their union dues.

The bill before you requires that there
be a dispute between employer and em-
ployee before picketing can ruin the
business and force employees to pay
tribute to racketeers.

1t is obvious that conciliators and me~
diators, to perform most effectively in a
dispute between employees and employ-
ers, must be unbiased. Yet, under exist-
ing law, the United States Conciliation
Service is a function of the Department
of Labor, which Department, under the
organic statute by which it was estab-
lished, is bound to be biased in favor of
labor. The Secretary of Labor, in his
testimony before the committee, denied
bias on the part of the Conciliation Serv-
ice. He denied this bias despite the fact
that bias is required of the Secretary of
Labor, who, in turn, is the boss of the
Conciliation Service.

The Committee on Education and La-
bor believes that conciliation and media-
tion can be most effective without bias—
hence the independent Conciliation Serv-
ice established under this bill.

In New York City, a butter, egg, and
cheese business was founded in 1898 with
four employees. Over the years, the
number of employees grew to 82, who,
through profit-sharing and enlightened
treatment, are well paid, loyal, and
happy. Their rates of pay and working
conditions are substantially superior to
the union scale which prevails in the
city. Hence, these employees were non-
receptive to joining the union. The un-
ion; however, demanded tribute. Failing
to get it, boycott was applied to the
trucks, the piers, the warehouses, even
the customers with which the firm does
business. Farmers who customarily sold
their produce to this firm were fearful
for their lives and property were they to
attempt to drive their trucks to the firm’s
place of business., The firm has been
compelled to meet the situation by driv-
ing its own trucks 20 or 30 miles from the
city for clandestine meetings with the
farmers’ trucks on remote country roads.
And this, Mr. Chairman, is in America.

H. R. 3020 reestablishes for American
workmen and American business the
right, peacefully, to earn their livelihoods
without first squaring matters with union
gangsters.

Another produce merchant—this time
in Philadelphia—suffered a complete
cessation of his business because of his
refusal to sign a contract with a hood-
lum-dominated union, which, under the
ferms of the contract, would have re-
quired him to obtain permission from the
union before he could even visit his place
of business on Saturday.
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This bill, Mr. Chairman, substitutes
protection guaranteed by law for protec-
tion guaranteed by thugs at a price.

The abuses I have recited are not typi-

cal of labor unions in America. Neither
are blackmail, extortion, intimidation,
and physical violence typical of the
American citizen. But, because there are
criminals who practice blackmail, ex-
tortion, intimidation, and physical vio-
lence, we have laws to protect the public
against such practices. H. R. 3020 is to
protect American workmen and the
American people against the abuses
which have developed in a small segment
of the labor-union movement.

The bill deserves the support of every
right-thinking American.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
BUCHANAN].

Mr., BUCHANAN., Mr. Chairman, the
majority of the Committee on Education
and Labor of the House has prepared a
bill, H. R. 3020, which it offers as a means
of assuring industrial peace. The ma-
jority pleads for the adoption of this bill
on the ground that it will strengthen de-
mocracy and the free-enterprise system.
It asserts that this bill was written as the
majority’s “response to the mandate that
the people of the United States gave us
last November."

This, the so-called Labor-Management
Relations Act, is not a product of a demo-
cratic process. The full committee did
not have the opportunity to participate
in its preparation. It was written in
secrecy, behind closed doors. The pro-
posals which it contains were not sub-
jected to a test of public hearings. The
minority members of the committee re-
ceived copies of the bill on April 10 and
were told to have the minority report
available by April 12, No room was af-
forded for committee deliberation, inter-
change of views, or debate. The bill was
jemmed through the committee by the
strong-arm tactics repugnant to the very
process of democracy.

The provisions of the bill are in direct
contravention to the expression of the
will of the people recorded in the last
election and is an abject refusal by the
majority party in power to live up to the
party commitments and pledges and to
the campaign promises so glibly made
only 6 months ago.

The proposed measure is fraudulent
in its stated objective, in its declared
intent, and in the language of its spe-
cific provisions. What this bill does is,
not to reduce the far-reaching Govern-
ment intervention which the people
called for last year but to increase that
intervention sevenfold and to make pri-
vate actions of businessmen, as well as
of the workers, subject to drastic regi-
mentation and control. It clothes Fed-
eral agents with almost unlimited au-
thority, arms them with the force of
drastic penalties, and gives them legal
authority to invade the most intimate
phases of the day-to-day relations of
the employer and his employees. At a
stroke of a pen, it destroys the age-long
relationships painfully built up by labor
and management through private con-
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tract. It writes a step-by-step itinerary
which both management and labor must
strictly follow at the risk of being ad-
judged criminals if caught in a single
misstep from the rigid and narrow plank
which the bill would compel them to
walk.

Despite the fact that the multiple and
extremely intricate provisions of the bill
are far more drastic than any measure
of Federal regulation ever proposed
within the framework of our constitu-
tional government, they have been writ-
ten without study and without adequate
consideration. The main features of
the bill are not supported by evidence
brought out in the hearings held by the
committee. They are founded on neither
fact nor even an important contention
of any major responsible witness repre-
sentative of the point of view of the
management, the public, or of labor.
Secretly concocted, the bill has been
rushed before this House under limited
rules with the clear intent of jamming it
thrcugh with tactics reminiscent of the
blitz. This most far-reaching legisla-
tive proposal, whose effect will be felt
by every enterprise and every citizen of
the United States, has received far less
committee consideration than was given
to the British loan, and will be subject
to much more limited debate than any
number of proposals secondary to the
formation of the public policy of the
United States.

The outstanding feature of this bill is
the fact that it cannot be honestly
claimed to be legislation which would
contribute to the maintenance of in-
dustrial peace. On the contrary, its
enactment is bound to set off a chain re-
action of industrial unrest that is likely
to shake our economy to its very founda-
tions and jeopardize the survival of our
free institutions.

Industrial unrest since the end of the
war was not the result of a break-down
in collective bargaining. It was not due
to any shortcoming of the Wagner Act.
It was not the result of any concerted or
restrictive practices of labor unions. It
was real and genuine unrest caused by a
very real force: the squeeze between con-
stantly rising prices and declining wage
income, Every wage earner and every
housewife knows what it means to be
caught in this merciless vise. They
know, and the Members of this House
know, that the root of the trouble has
been inflation. Yet H. R. 3020 refuses to
go to the source of trouble. It does not
deal with causes of our industrial strife.
It chooses to ignore them and to hide be-
hind a phony camouflage and a false in-
dictment of the men and women who
have suffered most from the relentless
robbery of unbridled inflation.

H. R. 3020 outlaws voluntary self-or-
ganization and free collective bargain-
ing. It turns unions into puppets of
the state. I say to you that depriving
workers of their right of self-organiza-
tion and collective bargaining will not
further industrial peace. No, on the con-
trary, it will breed industrial unrest, It
will leave no room for the adjustment of
real grievances, for the correction of
real abuses in the condition of the work-
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er. It answers the worker's legitimate
complzaint with the injunction. His plea
for the correction of a true injustice, it
answers with a contempt citation. For
the workers it offers nothing but punish-
ment and compulsion.

What will this royalist suppression of
the workers’ economic rights produce? A
sense of hatred and a spirit of revolt. It
will drive patriotic and law-abiding
peace-loving citizens to political protest.
It will make them fall an easy prey to the
Communists and other subversive forces.
These enemies of democracy will, in turn,
seize upon this long-awaited opportunity
to undermine our democratic institutions,
to foster class hatred and political un-
rest. Yes, at the time when our free in-
stitutions stand on trial before the whole
world, the adoption of this oppressive bill
would meke a mockery of the ideals of
freedom which have become a symbol to
many nations of America’s purpose, her
stature, and her strength. Like a smoth-
ering black cloud, this bill would snuff out
the torch of liberty that has guided
America in her onward and upward
march of industrial progress, never
matched by any nation in the history of
mankind.

This bill has been offered in this Con-
gress by the Republican majority of this
House and in the name of the Republi-
can Party. But I submit that there is
real and reasonable doubt about the true
origin and authorship of this proposal.
It was devised and drafted in shameful
secrecy which ill becomes elected public
representatives responsible to the people.
“Who wrote H. R. 3020?” is a pertinent
and legitimatequestion which the people
can rightly ask of its sponsors. Were the
attorneys and lobbyists of giant and
powerful corporate aggregates admitted
behind the closed doors of the commit-
tee chambers just by accident when the
bill was drawn? Was the expensive and
Jurid antilabor propaganda with which
the Halls of Congress have been strewn
in the last few days just a coincidence?

There is more than a clue in the fact
that the program of labor legislation
drafted by the National Association of
Manufacturers last December and pub-
lished in full-page advertisements in the
New York Times and scores of other pa-
pers on January 8 of this year, is em-
bodied in its entirety in the proposed bill.
There is more than a hint of the bill's
real origin in the fact that several sec-
tions of this NAM program are written
into the bill word for word. Study this
bill; examine it carefully, and you will be
driven to the inevitable conclusion about
its true authorship. Listen to its lan-
guage and observe the open and the hid-
den points of its thrusts. And you will
be compelled to conclude: Yes, the voice
is the voice of the Republican majority,
but the hand is the hand of the National
Association of Manufacturers.

The employers who are giving support
to these proposals are a small but power-
ful minority of American employers.
The great majority of representative em-
ployers are not in sympathy with this
drastic bill. Most employer witnesses
appearing before our committee not only
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failed to support the key provisions of
the proposal, but termed the excessive
Government regulation and drastic re-
pression of collective bargaining as dan-
gerous and objectionable. There is a
small minority of short-sighted employer
spokesmen who yearn to duplicate the
union-breaking tactics of their predeces-
sors after the First World War. At that
time a number of employer organiza-
tions, led by the National Association of
Manufacturers, conducted a vicious anti-
union campaign which resulted in a
widespread union destruction and a 25-
percent membership loss by labor unions
within 2 years.

The sponsors of the bill contend that
they are legislating industrial peace.
But I defy you to find anything in its
provisions that bears directly on the re-
cent record of industrial disputes. Let
us examine that record.

The winning of the war brought on
the cancellation of war contracts and the
reconversion of war industries. The
length of the workweek was cut back,
overtime was reduced, and millions of
workers were down-graded into jobs of
less skill and lower pay. All this meant
that the individual worker's take-home
pay was drastically reduced. Remember
that it was the worker's take-home pay
out of which came the money to feed,
house, and clothe the family. As a re-
sult, workers sought increases in basic
wage rates. These wage increases to
offset the workers’ rising living costs were
vigorously resisted by employers.

Thus we had two forces working in
opposite directions. The result was in-
evitable. Early in 1946 this country went
through several months of widespread
work stoppages. However, beginning
with May 1946, to date work-stoppages
have declined steadily. In recent
months, time lost through strikes ac-
counted for less than two one-hun-
g::ldths of 1 percent of the total working

e.

In reviewing this record since VJ-day,
it is significant that only a few strikes
have been responsible for a relatively
large proportion of the total time lost
from all strikes. For example, during
the 1-year period following VJ-day,
three strikes accounted for 46 percent,
and seven strikes accounted for 61 per-
cent of the idleness caused by strikes.

These figures give perspective to the
postwar strikes. But they do nof show
what caused them. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics has made a special study of
the 29 strikes involving 10,000 or more
workers which began during 1946. Of
these 29 strikes the major issue in 21,
accounting for over 95 percent of the
total idleness, was the question of wages.
In three more the major issue was a com-
bination of wages and union security.
These figures give some indication of the
causes for the 1946 strikes. During the
past 9 months, work stoppages have been
getting fewer and the record of indus-
trial relations has been, on the whole,
quite satisfactory. Only two major dis~
putes have occurred—in coal and the
telephone industries. Nothing in the
provisions of H. R. 3020 would help settle
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these disputes. In the 12 months prior
to that, 9 out of every 10 workers who
engaged in a work stoppage, did so solely
to protect their income against the in-
roads of inflation. That basic problem
can be solved only by the assurance of
economic stability, and not by a modifi-
cation of the Wagner Act or regimenta-
tion of unions.

It would be very fine if we could elim-
inate all work stoppages due to labor-
management disputes. But we must re-
member that the only countries that
have succeeded in abolishing strikes are
the countries that have succeeded in
abolishing freedom. Strikes and the
freedom of each individual worker to re-
ject the terms and conditions of his em-
ployment, whether singly or in concert
with others, is an integral part of our
democratic society. A country which
compels workers to perform their task
through the exercise of force or threat
of punishment, cannot be called a free
country. No matter how thick the dis-
guise, it accepts involuntary servitude.

H. R. 3020 repeals the Wagner Act
and instead of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, creates a Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Board and an ofiice of
the Administrator of the National Labor
Relations Act. The Administrator prose-
cutes unfair labor practices before the
Board. He also acts as the agent of the
Board, before which he appears as the
prosecutor, in making applications to the
courts for enforcement of orders of the
Board. Aside from this, the Adminis-
trator is also given the quasi-judicial
function of investigating representation
petitions. This arrangement makes the
procedure complicated and confused.
Under it no employer and no union °
would escape the constant danger of run-
;ing afoul of some requirement of the

W.

The bill is claimed to *egualize” the
Wagner Act. Actually it relieves the
employer from any serious responsibility
or obligation, while subjecting unions to
a constant threat of their complete elim-
ination. A worker or a union, found to
engage in an unfair labor practice, is
deprived of the right of collective bar-
gaining. The right of forming a union
is then withdrawn and the union is put
out of existence for at least a year. No
such penalty is, of course, placed upon
the employer.

The present National Labor Relations
Act does not merit any drastic amend-
ment. Actually, the Wagner Act has
been extremely successful in reducing
the number and impact of strikes involv-
ing union recognition. In 1937, for ex-
ample, there were 2331 strikes whose
major issue was union recognition or dis-
crimination. This constituted 50 per-
cent of that year's total strikes. Con-
trast this with the figure for 1945 when
there were only 601 strikes in this cate-
gory, comprising only 13.2 percent of the
total. The record is even better for the
first year following VJ-day. The De-
partment of Labor statistics show that
union recognition was an issue in only 23
strikes involving 1,000 or more workers
during that time. This represents only
5.3 percent of the total strikes, and only
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4.1 percent of the total man-days idle
caused by these strikes.

Another group of proposals in the bill
constitutes an attempt to impose the ar-
bitrary restrictions on the free process
¢f collective bargaining. I am referring
specifically to the anti-closed shop
amendments and the proposal to ban in-
dustry-wide bargaining.

In my opinion these two proposals are
the most pernicious of the entire lot. We
have come a long way in the handling of
labor disputes in this country, and the
biggest step that we have taken is the
recognition that collective bargaining
and not individual bargaining is the most
practical and equitable method of set-
tling disputes between employers and
employees. Itis now commonly accepted
that collective bargaining is the corner-
stone of the relations between unions
and management. It represents the
means whereby a free and voluntary
agreement is reached concerning terms
and conditions of employment.

Since we are all agreed that the best
agreement is a voluntary agreement, it is
sound logic that employers and employees
should, together, settle their mutual
problems, Whenever these two together
are able to reach a mutual understand-
ing, they should be permitied to do so
without any outside interference. There
should be no Government agency dictat-
ing or preseribing the provisions or the
limits of this agreement. Only if that
agreement violates the constitutional
rights of individuals or is directly harm-
ful to the public welfare should Govern-
ment interfere. Certainly Government
should not interfere to declare that
unions and management cannot enter
into industry-wide agreement, or that
they are prohibited from agreeing on a
closed or union shop. So long as these
two practices have benefited the parties
directly involved who have voluntarily
adopted them, there is no need for Gov-
ernment action of any kind.

The facts are that both industry-wide
bargaining and the closed shop have been
instrumental in achieving a very high de-
gree of stability in many industries. In-
dustry-wide bargaining has been prac-
ticed in many industries for as long as 50
or more years. In the pressed and blown
glassware industries, no major strikes
have occurred since the signing of a
master agreement between the union and
an employers’ association in 1888.
Among industries in which industry-
wide or association-wide bargaining has
become prevalent are: Men’s and
women’s clothing, shipbuilding, pottery,
trucking, construction, paper and pulp,
shipping, and a number of others.

Industry and regional bargaining has
been successful in achieving its basic ob-
jective, greater standardization of wages
and employment conditions. This has
meant greater stability for the industry,
generally higher wages, and at the same
time fewer bankruptcies and a higher
proportion of the firms returning a fair
profit. This conclusion is supported by
the findings of a special study recently
completed by the industrial relations
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section of Princefon University. This
comprehensive research survey con-
cludes:

Under national or regional bargaining,
wage decislons are likely to be more sensible
and far-sighted, taking into consideration
the economic interests of the Industry as a
whole, than is the case where the wage pat-
tern for the industry is established by a wage
leader or by local bargaining with the union
playing one firm against another. Experi-
ence (e. g., west coast pulp and paper in
1940) indlcates that the union’s wage de-
mands may be more modest when they ap-
ply uniformly and simultaneocusly to all
plants in & multiple-employer unit.”?

Through the free collective-bargain-
ing process, unions and employers mu-
tually determine the form of their col-
lective agreement and fit it to the most
effective way of solving the problems
both confront. In many cases over the
past 50 years, the scope of these agree-
ments has been enlarged in response to
the growth of large-scale enterprises
and the increasing interdependence of
related business enterprises. Statutory
limitation of labor agreements to a sin-
gle locality is a direct attack upon the
process of free collective bargaining.
Any such attempt to confine collective
bargaining to a specific area will turn
back the clock of industrial progress.

The closed shop is another issue on
which there has been a great deal of
misunderstanding. The anti-closed-
shop amendments of H. R. 3020 in real-
ity would destroy all types of union se-
curity, including maintenance of mem-
bership and union shop arrangements.
Proponents of this restrictive legislation,
whether by design or accident, have ob-
scured the fact that their proposal would
strike at approximately 74 percent of all
the workers covered by collective-bar-
gaining agreements. According to the
figures of the Bureau of Lahor Statistics
for 1945, 45 percent of all workers under
agreement are employed under closed
or union shop contracts, while an addi-
tional 29 percent are covered by main-
tenance-of-membership clauses,

The closed or union shop is necessary
for constructive union-management re-
lations. By “constructive union-man-
agement relations” is meant relations
which have gone beyond the cat-and-
dog or hair-pulling stage of collective
bargaining. This means the develop-
ment of a mutually cooperative effort to
reduce labor costs, stabilize output at a
high level, and improve quality. Only
in this way does collective bargaining
serve its real purpose of bringing bene-
fits to our economy through higher
wages, progressively lower prices, and a
fair return on investment.

This type of constructive union-man-
agement relations has been worked out
in many specific labor-management sit-
uations. It is only possible where the
union is strong, independent, and disci-
plined, and is secure in the knowledge
that the employer has unequivocally ac-

! Wages Under National and Regional Col-
lective Bargaining. By Richard A. Lester
and Edward A. Robie. Industrial relations
section, Princeton University, 1046, p. 93.
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cepted the principle of collective bar-
gaining. These conditions reflect a de-
gree of union security which is only pos=-
sible under a closed or union shop.

The proposed bill contains a wide
range of other restrictive, prohibitive and
punitive provisions. Many of them are
repetitious, overlapping and almost un-
believable in their confusion and com-
plexity. It amends the Clayton Anti-
Trust Act of 1914, turning back the clock
33 years. It repeals the basic Norris-
LaGuardia Act, making workers in
specific situations subject to the “yellow-
dog contract” and reviving the war on
unions through the injunction. It re-
vamps the Conciliation Service. And,
above everything else, it creates a com-
pletely monstrous procedure whereby
nine distinct agencies of the government
intervene as independent agents in a
labor dispute affecting public welfare.
After a ride on this incredible governnient
merry-go-round, the dispute is left just
where it started.

This is dangerous, ill-conceived and ill-
considered legislation. It must not be
allowed to become law. Iis aim is to de-
stroy organized labor and to lead the
nation down a dark and murky path of
dubious political regimentation both of
unions and of industrial management.

Let Congress prove itself in this test
of its statesmanship. Let it initiate a
careful and judicious study of labor-man-
agement relations, through a joint com-
mittee, proposed by the President in his
message to this Congress last January.
Let the Congress then, upon full, public
and open study, formulate reasonable
and effective proposals, dealing with the
causes as well as the results of industrial
unrest. That is the path of sanity,
statesmanship and of lasting service to
the people of America.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HoLIFIELD],

THE REPUBLICAN SCAB LABOR BILL H. R. 3020
AND UNION SECURITY

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the
deep sympathy and love of the Repub-
lican Party for the working people of
America is evidenced by the bill which
they have brought to the floor today.
I want the people of the United States
to know that this bill, H. R. 3020, is a
Republican bill. It was reported out
by a unanimous vote of the Republican
members of the Lahor and Education
Committee. A majority of the Demo-
cratic members voted against reporting
of such a bill. The velvet covering of
last November’s campaign promises has
been torn away. The steel claw is now
in evidence for everyone to see, and that
steel claw is at the throat of the working
people of the United States. This omni-
bus labor bill, or I should say “antilabor”
bill, if it should become the law of the
land, will take away from the workers
of America both organized and unor-
ganized, the ability to protect them-
selves against predatory corporations
and vicious employers, whose main in-
terest is profits and not the welfare of
the average workingman. As the debate
proceeds on this bill, section by section,
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you will see exposed the real purpose of
the Republican Party in its professed
love for labor. You will see that H. R.
3020, the Republican scab labor bill, will
unfold in all its ugliness. The measure
under consideration is so comprehensive
in its attack on basie rights of labor that
it is impossible for any speaker to cover
the bill in its entirety. I will, therefore,
direct my remarks specifically to the sub-
Ject of union securily.

The people of America, workers, farm-
ers, and businessmen, are tired of indus-
trial strife. They are deeply aware of
the fact that the future of this Nation
and the self-interest of every citizen is
not served by unions and employers
slugging out their differences in eco-
nomic warfare. They want stability in
industrial relations. They expect us as
their legislative representatives to pro-
mote that stability.

The majority of the Committee on
Education and Labor proposes to pro-
mote industrial stability by H. R. 3020.
That number deserves to live in the his-
tory of this Chamber as representing one
of the most cynical vindictive, and ill-

tions and a disposition on the part of
employers to bargain collectively in good
faith, it is well calculated to break the
national unity which won us a war, and

warring

Itmldtakememetimet.hanhas
been allotted to describe the mischief in
the provisions of this bill. I shall con-
fine myself to only one aspect—its effect
on union security.

Union security is a good term in the
minds of all excepting those relatively
few but sometimes powerful employers
who belong to the stone age of indus-
trial relations and feel that justice,
truth, and the good life will only be
" served by destroying every union in the
country. Nothing stimulates aggression
like fear; nothing promotes peace like
security. That is true of private indi-
viduals, employers, nations, and even
unions. One of the classic illustrations
of that proposition in the labor field is
the molders” union in the A. F. of L.
which between 1850 and 1890 engaged in
a tragic and bitter contest with the stove
manufacturers, primarily over the
closed-shop issue. When an agreement
was finally arbitrated and the manufaec-
turers in good faith reversed their posi-
tion and accepted unionism, the union
lost interest in its closed-shop demand.

The lesson is plain: The closed shop
or maintenance-of-membership shop
are means by whieh workers seek to pro-
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teet their organizations from the at-
tacks of the stone-age employers. They
are not ends in themselves. They are
shields against employer aggression and
intimidation. Labor history shows that
when employers seek to destroy unions,
the demand for union security becomes
more insistent; when employers in par-
ticular industries accept unionization,
the closed union or maintenance-of-
membership shop is a piece of useless
armor to which no one pays any atien-
tion. It is obvious, therefore, that the
sense of security which eomes from col-
lective-agreement provisions of that
character is a definite contribution to
indusirial peace.

For the benefit of those who may be
eonfused by these terms, permit me to
define them briefly. A closed shop, gen-
erally, is one in which an employer may
hire only union members who must re-
main in good membership standing, in
default of which they will be discharged;
a union shop is one in which nonunion
employees may be hired, but they must
join the union within a definite period
of time; in a maintenance-of-member-
ship shop no worker is obliged to join a
union, but if he does he must remain in
good standing for the life of the collec-
tive agreement.

Under existing law all of these types of
shops are legal exceptinz in some few
States in which hysterical legislatures,
reckless of constitutional eonsequences,
have banned the closed shop. Section
8 (3) of the National Labor Relations
Act, in a proviso added to the provision
making it an unfair labor practice for
an employer, by discrimination, to en-
courage or discourage membership in a
union, specifieally permits employers to
enter into collective agreements for a
closed shop with a majority of the em-
ployees in the bargaining unit. That
act, then, does nothing to facilitate
closed-shop agreements or to make them
legal in any State where they are de-
clared illegal. It merely leaves it up to
the fhrties to agree, if they so desire,
upon that degree of union security which
they deem appropriate.

Before pointing out the effect of H. R.
3020 on the status quo, I wish to make
this abservation. I do not wish to be
understood as an ungualified defender
of closed shops or more moderate types
of union security. There is evidence
that undemocratic practices have erept
into some unions, and their union-se-
curity status has been abused. We
should legislate to correct those. abuses,
not destroy union security. However
the majority of the commitiee may feel,
I do not favor amputation of an arm
as a cure for an infected finger.

The committee was informed by the
Secretary of Labor that as of last April
of the 77 percent of all employees in
unions working under some form of
union security, 30 percent were under
closed-shop contracts, 15 percent under
union-shop contracts, 29 percent under
maintenance-of-membership contracts,
and 3 percent under preferential-hiring
contracts—another form of union secu-
rity provision.

3453

Now let us examine the contribution of
the majority of the committee to indus-
trial discord and warfare.

First, in section 8 (a) (3) of the bill—
page 21 of the print—it drops the pro-
viso from the National Labor Relations
Act which permitted employers to enter
into closed-shop agreements without
fear of being accused of an unfair labor
practice. Then, in section 8 (d) (4)—
pages 26 and 27 of the print—it proceeds
to state what shall not constitute or be
evidence of an unfair labor practice.
That provision permits employers to en-
ter into agreements with certified unions
for a union shop or a maintenance-of-
membership shop. It does not permit
employers or unions to enter into a elosed
shop. In econsequence, if the bill should
pass, the employers who have 30 percent
of all union workers under existing con-
tracts providing far a closed shop, ean
immediately be charged with unfair labor
practices because, in the language of 8
(a) (3), by discrimination in regard to
hire or tenure of employment they are
encouraging membership in a labor or-
ganization. Many of these contracts
have a year or more to run. They were
the product of honest bargaining. The
workers have fought hard and long for
their union secwrity, and have sacrificed
wage inereases and other benefits for
them. I fear that I have no words to
characterize the committee proposal
That it is an arrant disregard of the sol-
emn obligation of contract and fair deal-
ing is obvious—Dbut it is equally plain that
in addition to depriving many employers
of an institution that for many years has
afforded them relative indusirial peace
and stability, it will outrage the sense of
justice of workers who presently are pro-.
tected by closed-shop contracts. The
committee wants to outlaw agreements
affecting millions of workers which were
legal when made and were intended to
bind the parties for some period in the
future. The legislative methods it sug-
gests that this Congress approve are rep-
rehensible. I do not even want to dis-
cuss the legality of those methods under
the Constitution.

I have already indicated that section
8 (d) (4) permits union and mainte-
nance of membership shops. But let us
examine the obstacles placed in the path
of agreement on these types of union se-
curity which make a sham of the legis-
lative permission.

In the first place, the union shop and
maintenance of membership shop con-
tract can only be entered into by an em-
ployer if the provisions are not in con-
fliet with State law. Thus, the commit-
tee turns back to the discredited think-
ing underlying the Articles of Confed-
eration and closes its eyes to what every
informed adult knows—that the indus-
trial strength of this Nation flows over
State lines, and that when lccal diversity
of control constitutes a burden on that
interstate flow and effort, it must give
way to central control. Why else did
the founders confer upon us the power
to regulate commerce among the several
States? H. R. 3020 would permit an em-
ployer in one city to enter into a con-
tract, but prohibit the same employer
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from entering into a similar contract
across the river in another State where
it may be forbidden. Can the commit-
tee be jesting with us? I can think of
no better way to drive employers and
unions to distrection.

But even where State law permits
union and maintenance of membership
shop contracts they may be negotiated
only where it appears, under oath, that
the employer's agreement “was not ob-
tained either directly or indirectly by
means of a strike or other concerted in-
terference with the employer’s opera-
tions, or by means of any threat there-
of.” I cannot say what that really
means, specifically. What is a threat
between a union and an employer? It
is not unusual in collective-bargaining
meetings for each side to forecast the
most horrible events for the other side—
but that is part of the custom and folk-
ways of collective bargaining. The con-
sequences of the provision are certain.
No such union-security provisions will be
negotiated; they will come into effect
only when the employer on his own ini-
tiation, and where he already believes
that it will serve his interest, suggests
a union-security clause. Thus, the quot-
ed provision, in effect, will take union
security out of the field of collective
bargaining. If you have any doubt that
my statement is correct, I suggest that
you take a look at section 2 (11) on page
9 which describes the scope of “collec-
tive bargaining.” The language start-
ing on line 14 makes it clear that the
closed shop, union shop, maintenance of
membership and preferential shop are
not one of the subjects which the par-
ties are obliged to bargain collectively
about, although the present Wagner Act
requires it.

Another condition in section 8 (4) is
that the procedure set out in section
9 (g) be complied with before a union-
security clause becomes effective.

Section 9 (g) says that a union desir-
ing a union shop or maintenance of
membership shall state under oath to the
Administrator of the National Labor Re-
lations Act that the agreement for the
union-security provision signed by the
employer was not obtained by strike or
threat. The Administrator then in-
forms the employer of the union’s appli-
cation. If the employer does not object
to the union-security provision—that is,
if he stands by the bargain he has
made—a secret ballot of the employees is
held to determine whether they really
and truly desire the provisions nego-
tiated for them by their own representa-
tives. If the employer does make obhjec-
tions—that is, if he turns on his bar-
gain—a hearing is held before the Labor-
Management Relations Board. If the
Board finds that the matter affects com-
merce, it directs the Administrator to
take a secret ballot of the employees in
the bargaining unit as to whether they
desire the agreement carried out.

We then come to one of the most pre-
posterous provisions in the bill. In the
ballot last mentioned, a majority of all
of the employees in the bargaining unit
must vote in favor of carrying out the
provision, if it is to be regarded as out-
side the scope of the unfair-labor-prac-
tice section.
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Members of the House, I direct your
attention to that extraordinary provision
on line 3 of page 35 in the bill before you.
I do not know who drafted it, but who-
ever he is, he has no understanding or
faith in one of the basic tenets of a dem-
ocratic society. Such a society is built
on majority rule. In our local, munici-
pal, State, and Federal elections we ac-
cept the rule of the majority of qualified
individuals who have cast their ballots.
Those who stay at home are not counted
on either side of an issue. In our fra-
ternal and other private organizations,
in cur corporate directors’ and stock-
holders’ meetings, in our Supreme Court,
in our congressional committees, and,
indeed, in this very Chamber, and voting
on this very bill, so long as a quorum is
present, the rule of the majority of votes
cast is the rule of the organization or
institution. But section 9 (g) would re-
quire an affirmative majority of all of
the employees in the unit to legitimatize
a union-shop agreement. Those wha
stay at home are, therefore, to be
counted as voting against the agreement.
A premium is placed on employer intimi-
dation. The employees will know that
anyone who shows up to vote risks the
displeasure of an employer who prefers
an open shop, although he may have
agreed, for strategic reasons, to union-
security provisions.

Nor does the majority of the commit-
tee stop with these administratively un-
workable and undemocratic provisions.
It goes further and makes it an unfair
labor practice for an employee or a rep-
resentative of an employee to call, au-
thorize. engage in, or assist in any strike
or other concerted interference with an
employer’s operations, the object of
which is to compel inclusion in a collec-
tive-bargaining agreement of provisions
for any type union security whatsoever.
This is done by section 8 (b) (3) of the
proposed bill.

It is manifest that the end result of
all of these provisions is to take from
employees any reasonable means, by con-
certed action, to protect their union from
antiunion employers and from the in-
cursion of other competing unions. The
bill drafters have done a job the objective
of which cannot be mistaken by any
Member of Congress. If is to give lip
service to the proposition that good and
strong unions. of workers are necessary
to our industrial democracy, but to leg-
islate every possible obstruction and
hindrance to their normal development
and self-protection. In this respect the
bill is hypocritical on its face.

This bill does not, as the Republican
majority claims it has the voters’ man-
date to do, promote the usages of democ-
racy in industrial relations; rather it
undermines the institutons of democracy
and makes a mockery of the legitimate
aspirations of millions of American citi-
Zens as loyal and pa.triotic as any Mem-
ber of Congress. It would deny to work-
ers and their organizations those pro-
cedures and practices that are our demo-
cratic heritage and tradition. Unless
H. R. 3020 is a grisly stupid joke—which
I woulc prefer to consider it—or an irre-
sponsible political trick, I regard it as
one of the most impudent and reckless
proposals ever put before Congress.
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I say again, I shall not defend all of
the abuses by unions of the various types
of union-security arrangements. Unions,
if they are to have power, must be re-
sponsible and democratic in their pro-
cedures and activities. We should legis-
late to promote democracy in unions.
But we should not legislate, as is here
proposed, to strike down the union-se-
curity provisions which contribute to in-
dustrial peace. Union-security provi-
sions free unions from those two fears
which more than anything else drive
them to aggressive and sometimes anti-
social conduct: One is fear of antiunion
activity by the employer; the other is
invasion and competition by another
union. Union security enables unions to
enforce that discipline among its mem-
bers, the absence of which accounts for
the unauthorized and quickie strikes
which have plagued our industrial pro-
duction in recent years. Union security
enables a union to turn its attention
from industrial warfare and to devote
its attention to the constructive rather
than the destructive aspects of labor
relations.

The proponents of this bill seem to
proceed on the theory that unions, as
such, are evil and wicked things, and
have no powers for good. The example
of many good unions and the testimony
of good employers and disinterested ex-
perts to the contrary, makes no impres-
sion upon them. Even then, however,
they do not have the political courage
and straightforwardness to legislate
unions out of existence in a direct and
manly fashion. They indulge in the
shameful subterfuges and construct the
elaborate booby traps that constitute the
substance of this bill.

We are in a dramatic period of history.
Part of the world is Communist. Great
Britain is no longer a free-enterprise
nation in our sense of the term. Our
system is competing in the world market
of ideas and things with the other great
systems. We should be made sober by
our historic responsibility—the responsi-
bility of making strong and stable, for
the future, all of our institutions, in-
cluding our industrial relations. The
one thing of which we may be absolutely
certain in this world, is change. The
world and its events are moving on and
forward, for better or for ill. We must
master the future by anticipating it and
adapting ourselves to its requirements.
The most generous thing I can say of
H. R. 3020, is that it discloses that its
framers do not look for their instruction
at the condition of affairs in the world
today and, apparently, are incapable of
looking into the future. They have of-
fered us a blueprint for a Neanderthal
period in industrial relations. They
think of the world as static, and would
have the law of the jungle applied to
labor relations with this qualification—
all of the stones and clubs are to be put
into the hands of those employers who
remain unthinking enemies of unions. I
should be false to my ocath and my duty
if I did not denounce this bill. I shall
feel a deep sense of shame if this House
approves it.

Mr, HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I am glad to yield.
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Mr. HARTLEY. Will not the gentle-
man in his remarks also call to the at-
tention of the House the fact that there
was at least one gentleman on the other
side of the aisle who denied that we
were entitled to all the credit for this
bill and claimed some credit for himself?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I realize that. My
remarks were very explicit. I said the
majority of the Democratic members
voted against the reporting of such a
bill.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HARTLEY. I wonder if the gen-
tleman prefers a condition to prevail
that we saw right in that company with-
in the last year, where the employees of
General Eleciric and Westinghouse went
out on strike for so long a period and
for so little increase in their wages after
all their striking, that it will take them
a period of 9 years' steady employment
to regain what they lost ds a result of
the strike. Does the gentleman wish
that condition to prevail?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. No; I do not wish
that to continue. IsayIwould prefer the
occasion of collective bargaining such
as the one this. week between General
Motors and its workers. However, I am
aware of the fact, and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HarTLEY] is also
aware of the fact that the General
Motors profit figure for this last year,
with their strike, due to the fact that
they got a refund of some forty-odd mil-
lion dollars in taxes, enabled them fo
take care of the strike which they had
and still show a good profit on their
ledgers.

So it has been all through the course
of history, the workingman has always
paid; he has paid for the privilege of
getting a little high standard of living in
society. It is not a profitable thing for
a man to strike. No man likes to strike;
these people do not like to strike, but
they do not like to be held down either
and denied the right to a decent standard
of living while the profits of great cor-
porations multiply as they have in the
last year and while the prices of things
the workers make go higher and higher
and the purchasing power of the indi-
vidual worker goes lower and lower. We
cannot depend upon the benevolence of
the great corporations. TEhat has been
shown time and time again.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Brown of Ohio,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union, re--

ported that that Committee having had
under consideration the bill H. R. 3020,
the Labor-Management Relations Act,
1947, had come to no resolution thereon.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. PHILLIPS] may ad-
dress the House for 45 minutes on Mon-
day next after the regular business of the
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day and the previous orders heretofore
entered for that day.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. O'’KONSKI (at the request of Mr.
HaRTLEY) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the Appendix of the
Recorp and include therein a chart.

Mr. JOHNSON of California (at the
request of Mr. RAMEY) was given permis-
sion to extend his remarks in the RECORD
in two instances.

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorn and to include
therein an editorial from the Washing-
ton Post.

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude therein a letter sent by Walter W.
Cenerazzo, national president of the
American Watchworkers’ Union.

Mr. WEICHEL (at the request of Mr.
HarLLEcK) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the REcorp and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. BENDER (at the request of Mr.
HaLLECK) was given permission to extend
his remarks in the REecorp in two in-
stances and include a newspaper edi-
torial.

Mr. EELLEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from the
Boston Post of last Saturday.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMOREOW

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o’clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE

REPORT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the tonferees
on the foreign labor supply bill (H. R.
2102) may have until midnight tonight
to file a report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr, PouLson, for 4 days, on account
of the death of a close friend and associ-
ate, Lee Galloway, of Los Angeles.

To Mr. StaNLEY (at the request of Mr.
Armonp), for today, on account of ill-
ness.

To Mr. WortEY (at the request of Mr.
TroMASON), indefinitely, on account of
illness.

To Mr. Jupp (at the request of Mr.
ARrenDs), for 1 day, on account of illness.

The SPEAKER. Under previous spe-
cial order of the House, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. LaNg] is recog-
nized for 20 minutes,
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LAWRENCE, MASS.

Mr. LANE, Mr. Speaker, they built a
dam to back up the waters and then dug
two canals to control the flow for the
uses of industry, and in this manner a
town was born and its name was Law-
rence.

Looking backward, we realize how im-
portant was this river—called the Mer-
rimack, after the Indian word meaning
“swift waters”—in the birth and de-
velopment of our city.

Most communities come into being by
accident. A man finds a clearing in the
wilderness and builds a cabin, He is
joined by other families, and a settle-
ment begins. Some enterprising person
starts a store to service these people.
Goods are brought in to stock the store.
The products of the labor of the few
families are exchanged for the goods.
Each helps the other and so the com-
munity grows as its products and needs
and services expand. That, in brief
form, is the story of most places where
people live together in sizable groups.

Lawrence, however, was an exception
to this rule. It is the only “made-to-
order” city in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

In the early days, before the palefaces
came, this general area was a sylvan
paradise. Bodwell’s Falls, now the Law-
rence dam, and the shores of the Spicket
were favorite resorts for the Indians,
especially in the fishing season. Some
old writers claim that this was the an-
cient seat of the Agawam Tribe and it
was here that the Princess of the House
of Pennacook came to reside.

But, as solitary and adventurous white
men began to push the frontier up the
Merrimack, the Indians withdrew to New
Hampshire. A little more than a 100
years ago, if you stood on the top of
Tower Hill, you would see rolling mead-
ows and patches of forest in the valley of
the river. And, if you strained your eyes,
you might count the presence of 20 fami-
lies by the plumes of smoke coming from
the chimneys of the few scattered home-
steads.

In 1793, there were settlements at
Methuen and Andover, and there was a
rough bridge across the river in this “in-
between” country, to provide communi-
cations from one to the other. In 1801,
a part of the bridge fell in ruins while a
drove of cattle were passing over it, and
66 animals perished in the water below.
It was repaired, in primitive fashion, and
stood until 1807, when a great freshet
and run of ice swept most of it away.

There was no Lawrence. There was
merely the problem of a bridge, so that
the few people in Andover and Methuen
might reach one another.

But in 1825, a notable event took place.
General Lafayette, of Revolutionary
fame, was making a triumphal journey
from Boston to Concord, N. H., and he
had to cross the bridge. And the good
farmers, from miles around, crossed the
rolling hills and meadows and came down
to the river. General Lafayette traveled
in an open carriage and was escorted by
several companies of infantry and cav-
alry and the people gave him a great
cheer as he crossed the bridge. On that
day scarcely a one gave much thought
to the river.
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The years passed, and the only sound
one heard, apart from the ring of a
woodsman’s aX, or the lowing of the herd,
was the music of the rapids at Bodwell's
Falls.

Up to 1845 little change had taken
place in more than a century. There
was the solitary farmer, the river rafts-
man, and the fisherman who, with one
drag of his net, pulled in a week's supply
of food. That was all, except for the
restless river flowing to the sea.

There was oneé man, however, blessed
with the vision from which all great
enterprise began. As he walked along
the banks of the Merrimack he saw and
was fascinated by, the unused power of
the river. He was a man who never mis-
laid, or wasted, or destroyed anything
that eould become of any future use or
value. Here, before his eyes, was the
greatest physical power within the then-
known reach of man, and its possibilities
challenged his competitive spirit.

Somewhere, somehow, this potential
power could be controlled to turn the
wheels of industry in the service of man.
And as he studied and thought over this
problem, he came to the conclusion that
there must be a more considerable fall
between Lowell and tidewater in the
Merrimack River, than was generally
believed.

With a single assistant, and with no
other instruments than a straightedge
and a spirit level, he measured the fall
of the various rapids and got a clearer
picture of the mighty source of power
and wealth, hidden within these few and
unobtrusive rapids.

About 2 miles above the present loca-
tion, at the head of Peters Falls, a dam
could have been constructed at a smaller
expenditure of money than where the
present dam now stands. This would
sacrifice a few feet of fall. So, at that
time, a choice of location was by no
means certain in this man’s mind. On
one thing, though, he was determined.
He would find in one of the two localities,
a great manufacturing center.

Without taking anyone into his con-
fidence, he began to purchase, strip by
strip, parcels of land on both sides of the
river, until he held in his own right, the
whole of Peters Falls.

Having gone as far as he could venture
alone in so great an undertaking, he now
opened up the whole matter to his
nephew, J. G. Abbott, John Nesmith and
Samuel Lawrence, all residents of Lowell,
explaining what he had done and what
he proposed to do.

Impressed by his sound business record
and the glowing terms in which he de-
scribed the possibilities of the project
these men, together with Daniel Saun-
ders, Jr., Thomas Hopkinson and Jona-
than Tyler of Lowell, and Nathaniel
Stevens of Andover, formed the Merri-
mack Water Power Association.

Some members of the Association,
urged the purchase, as quietly as possible,
of all lands in the immediate vicinity and
as cheaply as possible.

The father of the enterprise opposed
this procedure. He advised, instead, that
the Association should announce its in-
tentions of building, in one of the two
locations to be decided upon, a new man-
ufacturing city, Furthermore, he be-
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lieved that the landowners should be
offered a joint benefit, by taking bonds
from the owners for the conveyance of
their lands within a given time and at
prices much higher than the value of
these lands.

He was given authority to proceed
along this line. Patiently he set abouf
the task of contacting present and absent
owners. The wise ones laughed and
called the whole thing foolish, but who
were they to refuse the fancy prices of-
fered for mere farmland? In spite of
those discouraging remarks, and the slow
tedious job of convincing timid owners
who had never made a conveyance of
land in their lifetime that there was
nothing to fear, this man stuck to his
task.

The name of this man was Daniel
Saunders, and he was a sturdy example
of Yankee enterprise.

As the project developed, it was pro-
posed to call the new town “Saunders”
in tribute to the man whose vision and
zeal brought it to life. To this, Mr.
Saunders objected, stating that, as there
was no town in Massachusetts called
Merrimack, and as the new community
was located on the river of that name,
the settlement should be called “Merri=-
mack” in honor of the river which in-
spired its development. And so it was,
up to the time of its incorporation.

When the act of incorporation was
asked of the General Court of Massa-
chusetts, it was decided to call the town
Lawrence after the Lawrence family,
members of which were leaders among
the up-and-coming textile manufacturers
of that period.

Abbott Lawrence was principal stock-
holder of the group of capitalists who be-
came interested in the building of the
new textile center. At one time, he
represented the United States as Minister
to England.

Some will wonder why Mr. Saunders,
who, more than any other one man, can
take credit for this beginning, should
have declined the honor of having his
town named after him. His thoughts,
however, were in another direction.
Should the enterprise succeed, there
would be satisfaction enough for him
in seeing a thriving city rise from this
countryside, giving employment to thou-
sands; profits on capital invested, to
others; and producing the -clothing
needed all over the earth.

On the 20th of March 1845 the Legis-
lature of Massachusetts granted to the
original association and their successors,
the charter of the Essex Company, au-
thorizing the construction of a dam
across the Merrimack River. On the “6th
of April, the stock of $1,000,000 having
been taken up, the company was or-
ganized and the work began. An ac-
curate survey was made, plans executed
for a dam, canal, mill sites, streets, lots
and public squares in the town, and on
the 19th of September the first stone was
laid in the company’s dam. Within two
years, the work was completed. At the
time, it was one of the outstanding
engineering accomplishments in the
country. It is of granite, 1,629 feet in
length, 35 feet thick at the base and
twelve and a half at the top, backed by
gravel to within a few feet of the surface.
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The granite blocks from which the dam
is built, were hammered on the bed and
laid in hydraulic cement. The overflow
of water is 900 feet wide and the fall is

26 feet. In some places, the dam is as
high as 405 feet. The cost was only
$250,000.

The north canal is somewhat over a
mile long, 100 feet wide at the upper, and
60 feet wide at the lower end, and is
12 feet deep. It is 400 feet distant
from the river and runs parallel with
it. The river affords an average of
5,000 cubic feet of water per second, but
sometimes it reaches 60,000. In the old
days, a power thus obtained was esti-
mated at 150 mill power. A mill power
takes 30 cubic feet of water a second,
with a head and fall of 25 feet. This
produces a force calculated to give 60 to
70 horsepower. When the Atlantic Mills
Corp. purchased the site for their fac-
tory, the price agreed upon for a mill
power was $14,000, of which $9,000 was
paid in cash, the balance of £5,000 re-
maining perpetually at 4 percent interest,
payable annually in silver or its equiva-
lent. The Atlantic Co. bought 20 mill
powers, and the other corporations in
proportion to their needs.

A second canal, on the south side of
the river, was built in 1870. This detour
of the river water to furnish power, is
nearly a mile in length.

On the many occasions when the Law-
rence pioneer, Daniel Saunders, reined
up old Snow Ball, the white horse he
rode, to the tumbling rapids, he dreamed
of the possibility of harnessing that
wasting power to the machinery of work-
shops and mills. His dreams came true
in a manner exceeding his expectations.
The town developed almost overnight.
Acres of red-brick factory buildings
crowded the banks of the river, gather-
ing raw material from the wide world
and scattering finished products far and
near, Immigrants came from all parts
of the earth to man the looms and the
spinning machines.

How much the mills depended upon
the water power furnished by the Merri-
mack may be gleaned from statistics
published in 1880.

The motive power of the Washington
Mills, producing 280,000 yards of goods
a week, consists of T water wheels of
1,025 horsepower and two engines of
1,000 horsepower.

The Atlantic Mills, producing 23,000,-
000 yards of cloth annually, are pow-
ered by one steam engine of 500 horse-
power, and four turbine water wheels.

The Pacific Mills, being the most ex-
tensive works of its kind in the world
at that period, produced and printed a
total of 65,000,000 yards of dress goods
annually. This was sufficient to put a
bandage three-quarters of a yard wide,
once and a half around the world. This
plant used 50 steam boilers of 3,000
horsepower, 37 steam engines of 1,200
horsepower, and 11 turbine water wheels
of 2,000 horsepower.

The Pemberton Mills, producing over
6,000,000 yards a year, used steam double
engines of 300 horsepower and 3 water
wheels, each of 200 horsepower.

The Everett Mills, with an annual pro-
duction of 8,000,000 yards of goods, de-
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pended for its power on three furbine
water wheels.

The Arlington Mills, turning ouf over
5,000,000 yards of goods a year, was sup-
plied by one Corliss engine of 300 horse-
power and three Swaine water wheels of
200 horsepower.

Lawrence was indeed a ‘corporate
town,"” built by waterpower. The opera-
tives in the mills lived in corporation
boarding houses run by the mills, In-
deed, the whole material welfare of the
mills and the workers depended upon the
Essex Co. The land and the power were
all vested in this corporation. H. A.
Wadsworth, in his History of Lawrence,
Mass., states:

With the acceptance of the city charter
(1852) came new duties, new responsibili-
ties, and the clear-cut outlines of individ-
ualism faded away, with here and there an
exception, and men became merely the mass.

The city was to grow until, during
World War I, close to 100,000 people
worked and lived within its small area of
6.75 miles. New and larger mills were
built, including that of the American
Woolen Co., a quarter of a mile long, the
largest of its type in the world. In time,
the mills began to rely more and more
upon coal and steam to develop elec-
tricity which was used to power the ma-
chines, and the water-power of the river,
never fully utilized, was now neglected.
After the turn of the cenfury, there was
a concerted movement, carried as far as
commiitee hearings before Congress, to
have the mouth of the Merrimack
dredged, so that barges might bring sea-
borne coal up the river to the mills. In
view of the opposition presented by com-
peting interests and the unfavorable re-
port handed in by the Army engineers,
this proposal was defeated. But the mills
continued to use coal and oil brought in
by rail.

If Daniel Saunders could return to life
and stand again on the bank of the river
which he loved, he would be dismayed
by the changes which have come. True
the city of Lawrence filters the water to
make it fit for drinking as it comes
through faucets into thousands of homes.
The Merrimack serves the needs of the
fire department, and its water is used
for incidental functions in many offices
and in every store and factory. But, by
and large, to all the communities along
its course, this river which gave birth to
a great industry, has become just a sewer.

Daniel Saunders would miss the mira-
cle of its power, once used and then
largely forgotten before its full poten-
tialities were realized.

‘This year Lawrence is celebrating the
fact that 100 years ago it was incorpo-
rated as a town. If is a time, not only to
review and rejoice over the things of the
past, but to make progressive plans for
the future. At the very moment when
other regions are reaping the benefits
flowing from the public development of
cheap and abundant hydroelectric
power, we look af our Merrimack and
wonder why it is being neglected. For
this river is not only the second largest
4in the six States, it is the source which
originally powered New England fo in-
dustrial greatness. But now it hurries
wastefully to the sea.
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In this centennial year the people of
Lawrence recall the stories of our city’s
birth and growth.

They are reminded of the river which
gave it being.

We do not intend to dwell on the in-
dustrial accomplishments of the past.
Daniel Saunders was not a man to do so,
and neither are we who live in 1947.

At this moment we are closer than ever
before to the vision and will of the pio-
neers who founded Lawrence. Like the
prodigal son, our generation has come
back home. With a clearer understand-
ing of first causes and fundamentals, we
know that our one sure, unfailing re-
source is the dormant power of the Mer-
rimack River. Inspired by recollections
of the original enterprise and challenged
by the present opportunity, we are de-
termined to follow through on our pre-
destined courses.

Only through greater use of the riv-
er'’s power potential, can the people of
the Merrimack Valley realize their ob-
jectives of better production, better
wages, and better living conditions. On
this one hundredth anniversary, we in
Lawrence are pointedly reminded that
our future depends upon the unlimited
development of the Merrimack River.

And so we are setting our sights on the
establishment of a Merrimack Valley Au-
thority to fully utilize this power for the
common welfare.

That is Lawrence’s goal as it goes for-
ward into the second century of its life.

EENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 350. An act to continue the Commodity
Credit Corporation as an agency of the United
Btates until June 30, 1948; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.731. An sct to establish the Theo-
dore Roosevelt National Park; to erect a
monument in memory of Theodore Roosevelt
in the village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for
other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 53 minutes p. m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
April 16, 1947, at 11 o'clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

545. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letier from the Chief of Engl-
neers, United States Army, dated December
20, 1946, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a
review of reports on Taunton River, Mass.,
requested by a resolution of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Represent=
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atives, adopted on May 15, 1939 (H. Doc. No.
196); to the Commitiee on Public Works and
ordered to be printed, with three illustra-
tions.

546. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated April 89,
1946, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers and illustrations, on a
preliminary examination and survey of and a
review of reports on the Wabash River and
tributaries, Indiana and Illinols, authorized
by the Flood Control Acts approved on June
28, 1938, and August 11, 1939, and requested
by resoclutions of the Committee on Flood
Control, House of Representatives, adopted
on June 6, 1939, and August 2, 1939 (H. Doc.
No. 197); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed, with three fllus-
trations.

b4T. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated April 8,
1946, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers and an illustration, on a
review of report on the Ohio and lower Mis-
sissippi Rivers, with a view fo modifying the
plans for flood walls and works for the pro-
tection of the city of Cincinnati, Ohlo, and a
preliminary examination and survey of Mill
Creek Valley, Ohio, requested by a resolution
of the Committee on Flood Contraol, House of
Representatives, adopted on July 28, 1937,
and authorized by the Flood Control Act ap-
proved on August 28, 1837 (H. Doc. No. 198);
to the Committee on Public Works and or-
dered to be printed, with an illustration.

548. A letter from the Librarian of Con-
gress, transmitting the annual report of the
Librarian of Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1946, and the annual report of
the Register of Copyrights for the same peri-
od; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion.

549. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Navy, transmitting a report of a proposed
transfer of a landing craft for use by the Girl
Scout mariner troop at Pacific Grove, Calif.;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

550. A letter from the Secretary of Hawall,
transmitting a copy of the journal of the
House of Representatives of the Legislature
of the Territory of Hawaii, regular session of
1945; to the Commitiee on Public Lands.

551. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of §30,000 for
the legislative branch, United States Senate
(H. Doc. No, 199); to the Committee on Ap-.
propriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 181. Res-
olution authorizing the printing of addi-
tional copies of House Report No. 245, cur-
rent session, submitted to accompany the
bill H. R. 3020, relating to the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 266). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture,
8. 814. An act to provide support for wool,
and for other ; with amendments
(Rept. No. 257). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on th~ Judi-
clary. H. R. 334. A bill for the relief of
the legal guardian of James Harold Nesbitt,
a minor; without amendment (Rept. No.
258). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 385. A bill for the relief of
Reginald Mitchell; without amendment
(Rept. No. 259). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on
the Judiclary. H. R. 407. A bill for the re-
lief of Claude R. Hall and Florence V. Hall;
with amendments (Rept. No. 260). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SPRINGER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R. 765. A bill for the relief of El-
wood L, Eeeler; with amendment (Rept. No.
261). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R.821. A bill for the relief of Charles
W. Taylor, Jr.; with amendment (Rept. No.
262). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRZ VENS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H. R. 889. A bill for the rellef of Rus-
gell F. Taylor; with amendment (Rept. No.
263). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judieci-
ary. TU. R. 10156. A bill for the relief of Fred
Pittelli: with amendments (Rept. No. 264).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judici-~
ary. H. R 1067. A bill for the relief of 8. C.
Spradling and R. T. Morris; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2656). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. CRAVENS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H. R. 1788. A bill for the relief of the
estate of John F. Hopperton, a minor, de-
ceased; with amendment (Rept. No. 266).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. SPRINGER: Committee on the Judiei-
ary. H.R. 1866. A bill for the relief of Paul
Goodman; with amendments (Rept. No. 267).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. SPRINGER: Committee on the Judicl-
ary. H. R. 1956. A bill for the relief of Hugh
C. Gilllam; with amendment (Rept. No. 268).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

" Mr. JENNINGS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R.2257. A bill for the relief of South-
eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 269). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BELL:

H. R. 3041, A bill to incorporate the Ameri-
can War Dads; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BENNETT of Missourl:

H.R.3042. A bill to license persons oper-
ating motor vehicles upon highways and
to make uniform the law relating thereto;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. BISHOP:

H. R.3043. A bill to provide for the trans-
fer of certain lands to the Secretary of the
Interior, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GRANT of Indiana:

H. R. 3044, A bill to establish the Territory
of Guam, to provide for the civil govern=
ment thereof, and to confer United States
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cltizenship upon certain of the inhabitanta
thereof; to the Committee on Public Lands.
By Mr. HORAN:

H.R.3045. A bill to place the office of
Recorder of Deeds of the Distyict of Colum-
bia under the jurisdiction, supervision, and
control of the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MICHENER (by request):

H.R.3046. A bill to provide for the deten-
tion, care, and treatment of persons of un-
sound mind in certain Federal reservations
in Virginia and Maryland; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROSS (by request) :

H.R.3047. A bill to amend the National
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as
amended, paragraph (t) of section 602, to
provide lump-sum payment of national
service life insurance claims which matured
prior to August 1, 1946, in any case where
the beneficilary, now receiving monthly pay-
ments, so elects; and to afford to the bene-
ficlary an election of the optional modes of
seitlement of claims maturing on or after
August 1, 1946; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R.3048. A bill to amend Public Law T04
to extend terminal leave benefits to next of
kin of those who died prior to separation
from service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SHAFER:

H.R. 3049, A bill to continue in effect sec-
tion 6 of the act of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat, T14),
as amended, relating to the exportation of
certain commodities; to the Committee on
Armed Bervices.

By Mr. DIRESEN (by request):

H. R.3050. A bill to amend the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, to provide
a more equitable method of paying for the
transportation of mail and for subsidizing
essential aircraft operation; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:

H.R.3051. A bill to amend the act of July
19, 1940 (54 Stat. 780; 34 U. 8. C, 485a), and
to amend section 2 and to repeal the profit-
limitation and certain other limiting pro-
visions of the act of March 27, 1934 (48 Stat.
503; 34 U. 8. C. 405), as amended, relating
to the construction of vessels and aircraft,
known as the Vinson-Trammell Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

H.R.3052. A bill to provide a limitation on
the construction of family quarters for the
Army, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R.3053. A bill to authorize the Becre-
tary of the Navy to convey to the Territory
of Hawall an easement for public highway
and utility purposes in certain parcels of
land in the district of Ewa, T. H.; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 3054. A bill to establish the Women's
Army Corps in the Regular Army, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices. :

H.R.3065. A bill to permit the Secretary
of the Navy and the Secretary of War to sup-
ply utilities and related services to welfare
activities, and persons whose businesses or
residences are in the immediate vicinity of
naval or military activities and require utill-
ties or related services not otherwise obtain-
able locally, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H. R. 3056. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to convey to the city of Macon,
Ga., and Bibb County, Ga., an easement for
public road and utility purposes in certain
Government-owned lands situated in Bibb
County, Ga., and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. DAWSON of Utah:

H.R.3057. A bill providing for the transfer
of a part of Fort Douglas, Utah, to the juris-
diction of the Secretary of Agriculture, and
conveyance of part to the State of Utah and
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public agencles of the State of Utah; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
By Mr. GRANGER:

H.R.3058. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a reservoir on Bear River, Utah,
for the maintenance of water levels in the
Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. KLEIN:

H. R.3069. A bill to authorize and request
the President to undertake to mobilize at
some convenient place or places in the United
States an adequate number of the world’s
outstanding experts and coordinate and
utilize their services in a supreme endeavor
to discover new means of treating, curing,
and preventing diseases of the heart and
arteries; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce. .

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (b
request) :

H. R. 3060. A bill to extend for 1 year cer-
tain provisions of section 100 of the Sarvice-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended,
relating to the authority of the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs to enter into leases for
periods not exceeding 5 years; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H. J. Res. 168, Joint resolution to authorize
the Postmaster General to withhold the
awarding of star-route contracts for a perlod
of 45 days; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service,

By Mr. EUNKEL:

H. J. Res. 169. Jolnt resolution designating
the period from Thanksgiving to Christmas of
each year for Nation-wide Bible reading; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULTON:

H. J. Res. 170. Joint resolution suthorizing
the erection in the District of Columbia of
a memorial to Andrew W. Mellon; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H. Con. Res. 41, Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress with respect to
the recent speeches on foreign policy, de-
livered by Henry A. Wallace; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. REED of New York.

H. Res. 183. Resolution to provide for a
Coordinator of Information for the House cf
Representatives; to the Committee on House
Administration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legisla-
ture of the State of California, memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
States relative to migratory wild fowl; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisherles,

By Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: Concurrent
resolution of the House of Assembly, State
of New Jersey, calling upon New Jersey's rep-
resentatives in the National Congress and the
legislatures of the sister States and all good
citizens to restore the American Republic
and the 48 States to the foundations built by
our fathers.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOGGS of Delaware:

H.R.3061. A bill for the relief of Victor C.
Eaminskl (also known as Victor Kaminski);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.3062. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Rudolph Maximilian Goepp, Jr.; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R.3063. A bill for the relief of Emma
Dumas, Anna M. Daigle, Glen Lemaster, John
Luke, Nettle Mallinger, C. A, Seavey, Sandra
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Sinkola, and Charles Young, Sr.; to the Com=-
mittee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FLETCHER:

H.R.3061. A bill authorizing and directing
the Secretary of the Interior to issue a patent
in fee to Thomas Lucas; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.3065. A bill for the relief of Miguel

A. Viera; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. EUNKEL:

H.R.3066. A bill for the rellef of Lawrence
G. McCarthy; to the Commitiee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MICHENER (by request) :

H.R.3087. A bill for the relief of E. J.
Brennan and Janet Howell; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.3068. A bill for the relief of Alfred
Thomas Freltas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3069. A bill for the relief of Cecil T.
May; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. O'TOOLE:

H.R.3070. A bill for the relief of Simon

Broder; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. of New York:

H.R.8071. A bill for the relief of Hong
Fort Chew; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

328. By Mr. BRAMBLETT: Petition of Elo-
ise Stoltenberg and others, relative to pro-
posed legislation prohibiting liquor advertis-
ing In faterstate commerce and via radio;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

229. By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: Petition of
Miss Amy M. Henry and others, for the pas-
sage of 8. 285, a bill to prohibit the trans-
portation of alcoholic-beverage advertising in
interstate commerce and the broadcasting of
alcoholic-beverage advertising over the radio;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

330. By Mr, JONES of Ohio: Petition of
Mrs. Ella K. Lowry and 90 other mothers,
Christian citizens, and members of a Sunday-
school claes, of Troy, Ohio, urging the pas-
sage of 8. 265, which bans liquor advertise-
ments in newspapers, periodicals, news reels,
by radio, etc.; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn c«:mmaree

3831. By Mr, naGB.EGOB Petition of the
citizens of Enox County, Ohio, urging pas-
sage of 5. 265, the Capper blll, to prohibit
the transportation of alcoholic-beverage ad-
vertising in interstate commerce and to pre-
vent the broadcasting of alcoholic-beverage
auvertising over the radio; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign

832. By the SPEAKER: Petition ct mem-
bers of the Leke County Townsend Club,
Florida, petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to endorsement of
theproposed social-securitylegislation known
as the Townsend plan, introduced in the
Eightieth Congress as H. Res. 16; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

333. Also, petition of members of Boynton
Beach Townsend Club, No. 1, Florida, peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to endorsement of the proposed
social-security legislation known as the
Townsend plan, inirodiced in the Elghtieth
Congress as H. Res. 16; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

334. By Mr. CANFIELD: Petition of the
One Hundred and Seventy-first Legislature
of the State of New Jersey, memorializing the
Congress to adopt H. R. 724, providing for the
conveyance of the Bureau of Animal Indus-
try quarantine station at Clifton, N. J., to
the city of Clifton, N. J.; to the Committee
on Public Works,
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SENATE

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1947

(Legisiniive day of Monday, March
24, 1947)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

O Lord our God, in the face of life’s
mysteries and its vast imponderables,
give us faith to believe that Thou makest
all things to work together for good to
them that love Thee. Sirengthen our
conviction that Thy hand is upon us, to
lead us and to use us in working out
Thy purposes in the world. Even though
we may not see the distant scene, let us
be willing to take one step at a time and
trust Thee for the rest. Through Jesus
Christ. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
April 15, 1247, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BROOKS obtained the floor.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. BROOES. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorun..

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

The

Alken H O'Conor
Baldwin Hoey O'Daniel
Ball Holland O'Mahoney
gﬁdses gﬁa
Brooks Johnson, Cole. Revercomb
Eem Robertson, Va.
Byrd Enowland Roberteon,
Lodge %m
Capper :
Connally Lucas Sparkman
Cooper McCarran %‘:{t
Cordon McCarthy ylor
Donnell McClellan ‘Thomas,
Downey MecFarland Thomas, Utah
: McGrath ‘Thye
Eastland McKellar Tobey
Ecton McMahon Tydings
Ellender Malone Umstead
Flanders Martin Vandenberg
Green Millikin Watkins
Gurney Moore ‘Wherry
Hawkes Morse Willlams
Murray Wilson
Hickenlooper Myers Young

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREwsTER] and
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU-
soN] are absent by leave of the Senate to
attend the sessions of the Interparlia-
mentary Union.

‘The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bor-
LER] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr, WiLEY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Buck] is necessarily absent.

Mr. LUCAS. Iannounce thatthe Sen-
ator from Eentucky [Mr. BaRgLEY] and
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Hatcu] are absent by leave of the Senate
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to attend the sessions of the Interparlia-
mentary Union.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez]l, the Senafor from Georgia [Mr.
Georce], the Senator from SBouth Caro-
lina [(Mr. Maveank], and the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] are
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from South Caro-
linag [(Mr. JoEwsToN], and the Senator
from Washingion [Mr. MagNUsON] are
detained on public business.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr, Rus-
seLL] is absent because of illness.

The SBenator from West Virginia [Mr.
KiLcore], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Stewart], and the Senalor from
New York [Mr. Wacner] are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Seveniy-five Benators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

MEETING OF APPROPRIATIONS SUB-
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND FEDERAL
SECURITY

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Labor and
Federal Security may hold a meeting this
afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, consent for that purpose is
granted.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent of the Senate that I
may be absent for the rest of the week on
important public business.

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, consent is granted.

MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the subcommit-
tee of the Judiciary Committee may meet
this afternoon to hear a number of wit-
nesses on the antimonopoly bill; and in
that connection, inasmuch as I am
chairman of the subcommittee, I ask
unanimous consent to be absent from the
Senate this afternoon for that purpose.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, consent is granted.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
Dowations BY Nayy DerarTMENT TO NoON-

PROFIT ONS AND ORGANTZATIONS

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
reporting, pursuant to law, a list of institu-
tions and organizations, all nonprofit and
eligible, which have requested donations from
the Navy Department; to the Committee on
Armed Services. =
TrANSFER BY NAVY DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL

LanNpiNG CRAFT TO GIRL Scour MARINER

TrooP, PaciFic GROVE, CALIF.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the

Navy, reporting, pursuant to law, that the
Girl Scout Mariner troop at Pacific Grove,
Calif., had requested the Navy Department
to transfer a personnel landl.ns craft for
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